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The Solicitors’ Journal. 


LONDON, DECEMBER 30, 1871. 
————>—--- 

Mr. Jonn RicHarp Quain, Q.C., has been appointed 
a judge of the Court of Queen’s Bench, to fill the 
vacancy caused by the demise of the late Sir George 
Hayes, which took place on the 24th November, 1869. 
The new judge is nearly related to the distin- 
guished surgeon of the same name, who is surgeon 
extraordinary to her Majesty, and his _ brother, 
Dr. Richard Quain, stands in the foremost rank of 
London physicians. Mr. J. R. Quain was educated at 
University College, London, and graduated LL.B. in 
1839, when he was awarded the University law scholar. 
ship for proficiency in jurisprudence. In 1843 he was 
elected a fellow of Gnivecsity College. Mr. Quain 
ractised for some years as a special pleader under the 
38 but was called to the degree of barrister-at-law by 
the Hon. Society of the Middle Temple on the 30th 
May, 1851, when he joined the Northern Circuit. He 
was created a Queen's Counsel in 1866, and in the fol- 
lowing year he was appointed to succeed the late Mr. 
W.M. Hindmarch, Q.C., as Attorney-General for the 
county palatine of Durham. Mr. Quain will take his 
seat as a justice of the Court of Queen’s Bench in the 
ensuing Hilary Term. 





FEW OF OUR READERS may be aware of the close 
connection which once existed between the legal pro- 
fession and the office of Speaker of the House of 
Commons. Down to the time of the Revolution it may 
be said that the speakership was more often than not 
held by a lawyer, and the reason for their selection is 
obvious ; they were in point of fact the only persons 
who were at all accustomed or able to deal with ques- 
tions of form. An English country gentleman is now 
fully as competent in many cases as a professional man 
but it would have been quite beyond the power of the 
majority of the squires of the Stuart period to have pre- 
sided over the deliberations of the House of Commons. 
Indeed, even now legal qualifications would not be 
found without their value, 

Without going back to times when Parliament did 
not meet with regularity, we find that in the reign of 
Henry VIII. there were eight Speakers, of whom five 
afterwards held the judicial office. Thus, in 1509, Sir 
Thomas Englefield was Speaker. He presided over the 
House until 1512 ; and some years later was created a 
judge of the Court of Common Pleas. In 1523 the 
“e Sir Thomas More occupied the chair, and on his 

ming Chancellor he was succeeded by Sir Thomas 
Audley, who also in turn held the Great Seal. Audley 
was followed by Richard Rich, Solicitor-General, and 
in the next reign Lord Keeper. Rich’s successor was 
Sir Nicholas Hare, who was Master of the Rolls under 
Queen Mary. 

In Edward VI.’s reign there were but two Speakers, 
one of whom was the famous Sir James Dyer, afterwards 
(1580-1682) Chief Justice of the Court of Common 

eas, 


} Two out of the four Speakers of Queen Mary’s Par- 
liaments became judges afterwards. The first was 
Robert Brooke, member for London, who was Chief 
Justice of the Common Pleas from 1554-1558; the 
second was William Cordell, Master of the Rolls from 
1558 to 1581. 

Under Queen Elizabeth there were ten Speakers, of 
whom seven afterwards sat on the bench. They are 
Christopher Wray, Chief Justice of England from 1574 
to 1592 ; Robert Bell, Chief Baron for a few months in 
1577 ; John Popham, Chief Justice of England from 
1592 to 1607 ; John Puckering, Lord Keeper in 1592 ; 
the illustrious Coke, afterwards Chief Justice first of the 
Common Pleas and then of the King’s Bench ; Christo- 

her Yelverton, afterwards a puisne judge in the King’s 

ench ; and, lastly, John Croke, the famous reporter, 
recorder and representative of London, and a judge of 
the Court of Queen’s Bench in the next reign. It is 
worth notice that Popham and Coke were advanced to 
the Speakership, like Rich, while Solicitors-General, and, 
like him, held both offices contemporaneously, 

It would be wearisome to continue to catalogue the 
names of all the Speakers in subsequent reigns, but it 
may be stated generally that nearly all of them belonged 
to the legal profession, and nearly all eventually attained 
to a seat on the judicial bench. The rule as to choosing 
lawyers was naturally relaxed as the lay members of 
the house became better able to undertake the duties of 
the president’s office ; but up to the commencement of 
this century a professional man was occasionally selected. 
Thus, in 1770 and in 1774 Sir Fletcher Norton, who 
had formerly been Solicitor and Attorney-General, was 
Speaker. The last practising barrister who filled the 
chair was Sir John Mitford (afterwards Lord Chancellor 
of Ireland, with the title of Lord Redesdale), who was 
elected in 1801 whilst Attorney-General. In Mitford’s 
case Mr. Gladstone might have found a precedent for 
now proposing, had he thought fit, Sir John Coleridge for 
election. Such a recurrence to ancient practice might 
perhaps have proved more agreeable to the House than 
the nomination of the former Liberal ‘‘ Whip,’ Sir 
John Coleridge. both by his abilities and bearing, would 
be well qualified for the Speaker's office. Probably, 
however, he would not have been willing to abandon 
the practice of his profession. 





THE RULE AGAINST REMOTENESS, in regard to one of 
its important canons, was somewhat unsettled by a 
recent decision of Vice-Chancellor Malins (Heasman v. 
Pearse, 19 W. R. 673), and particularly by the remarks 
which accompanied it. The rule to which we refer is 
the general one, that limitations coming immediately 
after an estate tail are not obnoxious to the rule against 
remoteness, on account of the power vested in the tenant 
in tail of barring, by his disentailing assurance, the 
estate tail and all estates and interests depending upon 
it, and so sweeping away those limitations to which the 
vice of remoteness would otherwise attach. The pro- 

osition on which the Vice-Chancellor appeared to oe 

is conclusions on the point was to the effect ‘‘ that any 
limitation after an estate tail must be good in itself (i.¢., 
good as to the rule against remoteness}, unless it be by 
way of contingent remainder.” We pointed out in an 
article in this Journal (vol. 15, p. 521) our reasons for 
questioning the soundness of this view. 
Considering the difficulty of preserving consistency in 
asystem which is so much posttiri juris as that of our 
real property law, unless established landmarks are 
kept in view by the judicature until we receive some 
legislative substitute for the present rules, we are glad 
that the case which called forth our comments has since 
been heard on ae by the Lords Justices. Judgment 
was given on the last day of the sittings before the 
Christmas vacation, and their Lordships, on this point, 
have expressed their inability to concur with the views 
of the ViceSihtniailten, and have declared their opinion 





that it is not necessary that any limitation coming im- 
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mediately after an estate tail should, in order to be 
privileged from the objection of remoteness, on aecount 
of its posteriority to the estate tail, be astrict and proper 
remainder, but may take effect in any other way in which, 
consistently with our rules of law, estates may be raised. 
This important divergence of opinion led to opposite 
conclusions on those points of the case under appeal 
which were governed the views taken by the Vice- 
Chancellor on the question of perpetuity, of which, in 
the opinion of the Lords Justices, the case was wholly 
independent, There were other important points in the 
case, on some of which the judgments of the Court of 
Appeal and the Vice-Chancellor were in accordance. 

Although our remarks in the article referred to will 
show that we considered the facts of the casecommented 
upon required the construction with reference to the 
perpetuity rule which was adopted by the Court of 
Appeal, it was not so much the application of the 
admitted rule to the facts of the case before the Vice- 
Chancellor that we deemed it important to animadvert 
upon, as the general proposition which his Honour 
enunciated as the foundation and justification for his 
conclusion, which appeared to us to be inconsistent 
with those authorities to which we must resort for 
guidance of our judgment in the matter. 


WE READ in the Melbourne Age of November 6th, 
that ‘“‘Mr. H. F. Purcell, one of the counsel for the 
defendants in the Tichborne case, who has recently 
arrived in Melbourne in order to prosecute certain 
inquiries and obtain evidence on his side, has found 
it necessary in the course of his proceedings to ask 
the Castelmaine bench of magistrates for leave to convey 
to England for use in the Tichborne trial, the books of 
the local-police court, containing the names of the pri- 
soners and the charges against them during the years 
1858 to 1860. The bench forwarded Mr. Purcell’s re- 
quest to the Solicitor-General, who has decided that it 
cannot be granted.” We are at a loss to know upon 
what legal grounds Mr. Purcell should have considered 
such a request necessary. The official proceedings even 
of a local police-court are public documents, and may | 
be proved either by examined, or, under 14 & 15 Vict. 
c. 99, ss. 7 & 14, hy certified copies. It may be objected 
that the Castelmaine police-court is not a “court of 
record,” but this is in reality immaterial, for it is a rule 
of evidence that any public writing deposited in a place 
whence it cannot be conveniently removed may be proved 
by an examined or certified copy (Lynch v. Clarke, 3 
Salk. 154). If not actually a “record” probably it 
would be necessary to show by evidence that usage or 
the public interest does not permit the removal of the 
document itself; but this is the only limitation on the 
admissibility of the copy. (See Alivon v. Furnival, 1 
C. M. & R. 277). It appears, therefore, that Mr. Pur- 
cell could have got all he wanted by obtaining a copy, 
either examined or certified, of the memoranda in 
question. Probably this fact may have had some in- 
fluence upon the decision to which the Solicitor-General 
of Victoria is said to have arrived. 





THERE Is A BRILLIANT OPPORTUNITY now open to 
those who approve of Church prosecutions. The Act of 
last session establishing the new lectionary (34 & 35 
Vict. c. 37) provides that the table of revised lessons 
contained in the schedule may be used in all churches 


after the Ist day of January, 1872. In point of fact, 
many clergy—some of them, we believe, with the con- 
currence of their diocesans—began to use the new table 
on last Advent Sunday. No doubt that course is very 
convenient, as on that day the year ecclesiastical begins, 
but it is none the less entirely illegal. The Act contem- 
plates the 1st of January next as the earliest day for the 
adoption of the new table; and even after that date 
leaves an option to the minister between the new and 
the old tables until the Ist January, 1879, Having 
regard to the obvious propriety of commencing the use 





ot the revised lectionary on the New Year’s Day of the. 
Church, it is difficult to understand why the Act pro- 
vided that the change should take place on the secular 
New Year’s Day. It seemsa piece of legislative clumsi- 
ness to make it necessary for a minister either to. 
ignore the letter of the law or else to interfere with the- 
continuity of the lessons. Yet one or the other he must 
do, unless, indeed, he chooses to wait till Advent Sunday, 
1872, before making any change. 





THE GREAT QUESTION of law reform will probably 
occupy much attention during the coming year, and it 
is therefore much to be desired that those who deal with 
it should be men of adequate legal knowledge and of 
ordinary intelligence. Unfortunately there are few 
subjects on which it is easier to write nonsense. A vague 
though well-founded feeling is abroad that our present 
arrangements have outgrown our necessities; but among 
a multitude of incompetent counsellors we are in danger 
of losing the benefits of the existing system without 
securing those of any other. Take for example the 
rambling and almost incomprehensible letter printed in 
the Times on Christmas-day from an ex-colonial judge. 
What the writer wants it is impossible to find out with 
certainty ; but, as far as we can ascertain, he objects to 
trial by jury in civil causes, and to what he calls the 
system of centralisation. Trial by jury, “at least in 
civil matters’ is no longer necessary, he argues, because 
the era of despotic monarchs and subservient judges 
has passed away. We need scarcely point out that the 
despotism of monarchs or the subserviency of judges 
never have had, nor indeed ever could have had, any- 
thing whatever to do with the merits of the jury system 
in civil cases. The grand jury and the petit jury have 
often been, and may again be, a protection against 

overnmental oppression in criminal trials, but in civil 

isputes where the Crown is not intereste1, where both 
parties are simple citizens, there is no question as to the 
security of the subject ; and the problem for solution is 
whether a judge with a jury or without one is the more 
satisfactory tribunal to adjudicate upon matters of fact. 
It certainly does not help us to solve it to know that 
monarchs have ceased to be despots or that judges have 
ceased to be subservient. 

The writer's remarks on centralisation are as irrelevant 
as his reflections on juries. He has no better reason to 
give for disapproving of it than that there would be in 
his opinion fewer counsel employed in each case, anda 
less frequent employment of country attorneys and town 
agents. We need scarcely say that the merits and de- 
merits of centralisation lie far apart from these trivial 
considerations. But we have already written too much 
on this singular effusion. We only notice it because the 
leading journal has thought fit to print it. It is, more- 
over, not a bad specimen of the sort of inconsequent. 
trifling with which we shall probably be deluged in the 
spring, and against which we would desire by antici- 
pation most earnestly to protest. 





THE DECISION of Vice-Chancellor Malins in Scul- 
thorpe v. Zipper has, it would seem, excited some con- 
sternation in the minds of that large class of persons 
who fiil the thankless but necessary office of trustee. 
Yet an examination of the facts of the case will, we 
think, show that the judge has decided the main ques- 
tion in the cause in accordance with both principle and 
authority. The facts are very simple. A testator by 
his will gave all his property to four persons on trust to 
sell immediately after his decease or so soon thereafter 
as they might see fit to doso and as to them should seem 
proper. Among his effects were thirty-seven shares 10 
the Birmingham Banking Company. These the trustees 
retained for two years and two months from the testa- 
tor’s death, and in consequence of the Banking Com- 
pany stopping payment in the interval and being wound 
up, had to pay £1,900 for calls. This sum the Vice- 
Chancellor has decided that they must pay out of thei 
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own pockets. He thought the discretion of the trustees 
as to the time for sale had not been exercised within a 
reasonable time ; ” and in estimating what time would 
have been reasonable, he adopted the rule laid down by 
the Court of Chancery in ordinary cases of trusts for 
sale, and held that the trustees’ discretion must be 
restricted to one year from the death of the testator. 
No doubt the decision involves some hardship, but, as 
has often been said, hard cases have a tendency to make 
bad law. In the present instance the judge has not 
allowed himself to be governed by the sympathy which 
he must have felt for four innocent persons who had 
done their best, as they thought, for the estate. His 
judgment as to whether a reasonable time had in fact 
elapsed is of course open to review, and it may be that 
he was ae in drawing the line at one year from 
the testator’s death. But the legal principle on which 
he based his judgment is unquestionably correct, and 
on the whole we believe its operation to be salutary. 
Discretionary words as to the date of the sale do not 
authorise an arbitrary postponement of it to an indefi- 


nite period. 





Lorp Cairns has signified his intention of taking 
thechair at the ensuing annual dinner of the Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association. 





CASES OF WILLS, 1870-71. 


These cases fill about twenty columns or one-seventh 
of the Weekly Reporter Chancery Digest for last year. 
We venture to offer a few remarks on this head, which 
occupies a greater space in the Digest than any other, 
even the head of Joint Stock Company. Cases of con- 
struction, as usual, form the staple. It might be wished 
that fewer were reported. The leading canons of con- 
struction are perfectly well settled ; and authorities are 
of little value, where the only subject to be considered 
is the effect of the words of the particular will. It is 
established by Grey v. Pearson (6 H. of L. Cas. 61), 
according to the Master of the Rolls in Surtees v. Surtees 
(19 W. B. 1048), that there is no good sense or reason in 
trying to modify the frame of a will by reason of what 
you suppose ought to have been the intention of the 
testator. ‘Hence, Walpole has a story of a testator who 
began his will with “This is my will, and I desire the 
chancery may not make another for me.” ‘Oh, but it 
did,” he adds, and perhaps there may have been some 
ground for the insinuation in his day. A judge 
1s very much inclined to depart from the exact words 
when he fancies he sees something more than the words 
will warrant (Per Lord Hatherley, C., in Bent v. Cullen, 
L, R. 6 Ch. 239), but the modern rule certainly is, that 
a testator shall only be taken to mean what he says in 
express words. 

nder the head of “charity” two important cases 
occasioned by the pers reg decrease since the latter 
half of the sixteenth century in the exchangeable value 
ofmoney were decided. In each of these cases a testator 
devised certain house property to a great city company, 
to the intent and upon the condition that they should 
apply out of the rents certain annual sums for certain 
+ iganeoe objects, and devote the residue of the rents to 

@ repairs of the property ; and it was held in one case 
(Attorney-General y. Wax Chandlers’ Company, 19 W.R. 
33) that the company were entitled to the surplus 
arising from the increase of the rents, and in the other 
case (Merchant Taylors’ Company v. Attorney-General, 
i., 39) that the company were not so entitled, but that 
the surplus rents must be applied cypres—the decision 
m each case perc on the apparent intent of the 
donor, as manifested by his directions as to what was to 
be'done in the event of the company failing to fulfil the 

uties imposed on them. These will no doubt be 
A as leading cases. It was held in another case, 
Where there was a proviso touching the destination of 
furplus rents of charity property, that such proviso 





applied not only to the surplus existing at the testator’s 
death, but also to all subsequent surplus arising from 
increase of rents (Attorney-General v. Liddell, ib., 297). 
In a case of importance to the Roman Catholic com- 
munity, Vice-Chancellor Wickens decided that a be- 
uest to a religious society the members of which spend 
their time in devotional exercises and retirement within 
their own institution, and do not engage in any public 
acts of charity and education, was not a charitable gift 
within the meaning of statute 43 Eliz. c. 4,and that it 
was not void on the ground of perpetuity (Cocks v. 
Manners, ib. 1055). In the same case a voluntary asso- 
ciation of Sisters of Charity was regarded as being within 
the spirit of the Act 9 Eliz. In Stewart v. Greene, 
however (ib. 396), the Irish Court of Appeal held that a 
community of ladies called Sisters of Mercy were not 
necessarily a charitable institution. The test is, of 
course, in the case of gifts to religious bodies, whether 
the benefit of the gift will be extended to the public or 
not. It was held in two cases that the not uncommon 
clause in Acts to incorporate charitable institutions, 
enabling the institution to take all sums of money paid, 
given, devised, or bequeathed to it, does not enable it to 
take a bequest of impure personalty (Nethersole v. 
School for the Indigent Blind, ib. 174; Chester v. 
Chester, ib. 946). ; 

In Castle v. Fox (ib. 840), where a testator, as in 
Webb v. Byng (3 W. RB. Ch. Dig. 15, 1 K.& J. 580), 
devised a mansion and estate by name, and the question 
was whether adjoining property sears ro | acquired 

assed under the designation, Vice-Chancellor Malins 
faid down that the rule that a will speaks from the 
death of the testator Nad atte s. 2), applies sees 

roperty is given by a particular description, as well as 
whee pat is aves by a general description ; the 
question being, what was treated by him as coming 
under that description at any time during his life ; dis- 
senting from the doctrine of Cole v. Scott (1 MeN. & G. 
518), where the werds, “all the estate whereof I am 
now seised or possessed,” were held to mean the estates 
which the testator had at the date of the will. _ 

There were several cases of legacies to “ children,” 
where it was held that illegitimate children were 
meant and could take. In Crook v. Hill (19 W. R. 
649, L. R. 6 Ch. 311), the Lords Justices laid down 
that the word “children” in a will may denote a class 
including illegitimate as well as legitimate children, 
provided you find in the will a context raising what is 
described in Wilkinson v. Adam (1 V. & B. 422), asa 
necessary implication—i.c., a plain and clear inference, 
leaving no reasonable doubt that the illegitimate chil- 
dren are intended to be included, or, in the language of 
Lord Justice James, so strong a probability of intention 
that a contrary intention cannot be supposed, Lepive 
v. Bean (19 W. R. 797), is an instance of a case where 
this necessary implication was held to exist; and Paul 
v. Children, ib, 941, is an instance to the contrary. 
The rule that illegitimate children cannot take under 
the same class gift with legitimate children, if it ever 
existed, is overruled by Crook v. Hill. 

Re Sewell’s Estate (L. R. 11 Eq. 80), is remarkable 
for an exception, being admitted under the particular cir- 
cumstances to the rule in Howe v. Earl of Dartmouth, 
that a residuary bequest of wasting property, such as 
leasehold, to one for life ought to be converted into 
Consols. In Best v. Donmall (19 W. R. 400), where 
there was a specific devise to all the children of A. who 
should attain twenty-one, as tenants in common, Vice- 
Chancellor Stuart gave the children maintenance out of 
their contingent interests, distinguishing Ze parte 
Kebble (11 Ves. 604), where there was a limitation over, 
in case no child should attain twenty-one ; and Holmes 
v. Prescott (12 W. R. 636), where the gift failed by 
operation of law through the want of trustees to sup- 
port the contingent remainders, so that the inter- 
mediate interest passed to the residuary devisee. There 
can now be no solid ground of objection to the giving 
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of maintenance out of even the corpus of a contingent 
fund, now that the return of the portion taken can be 
provided for by an assurance on the infant’s life (Re 
Robinson, 16 W, R. 1106). 

In a case at the Rolls (Attree v. Attree, 19 W. R. 464) 
a residuary gift of “all the rest” was held to pass 
realty as well as personalty, much as in Duatep v. 
Brooman, (1 Bro. C. C. 487), where the words ‘all I am 
worth ” received the same construction. The tendency 
of the courts at the present day is to attach little weight 
to the maxim that the heir shall not be disinherited 
unless by express words—a maxim which, however, 
was the ground of the decision in Prichard v. Prichard 
(ib. 226), where Vice-Chancellor Malins held that a 
gift of “‘my principal money ” by a testator who made 
no other reference to his property, was limited to per- 
sonal estate. 

An important point as to the construction of the 25th 
section of the Wills Act was decided by the Lords Jus- 
tices in Springett v. Jenings (ib. 575). That section, 
enacting that unless a contrary intention shall appear 
by the will, a residuary devise shall include estates com- 
prised in lapsed and void devises, applies, according to 
this decision, only where there is a general residuary 
devise, and not to’particular residues—i.e,, if a testator 
devise his farm of A. in the parish of B. to X., and all 
the rest of his lands in the parish of B. to Y., and the 
devise to A. fails, the failure of the first devise will be 
for the benefit of the heir-at-law, and not of Y. The 
same point was decided in Re Brown’s Trusts (3 W. R. 
542,1 K. & J.522), 

Of a class of cases that are for ever arising, involving 
the question whether a particular gift is absolute, or con- 
stitutes a trust for the benefit of others, there was but 
one instance, Lambe v. Eames (19 W. R. 659). In that 
case a testator gave his estate to his widow, “to be at 
her disposal in any way she may think best for the 
benefit of herself and family,” and the Lords Justices, 
affirming Vice-Chancellor Malins, held, looking at the 
very general terms of the will, that these words consti- 
tuted an absolute gift, empowering the widow, if she 
pleased, to devise a share to an illegitimate son of one of 
the testator’s sons. It is to be observed that the 
estate was to be at her disposal ; for there isa numerous 
class of cases in whieh similar gifts have been held to 
constitute a trust for the benefit of the children, often 
peore 4 where no trust was intended. The Lord 

ustice James observed on the “officious kindness” of the 
Court in past years in interposing trusts where in many 
cases the father of a family never meant to create trusts, 
but simply to impose some and no very definite obliga- 
tion upon his widow. 

The doctrine of the Court as to election was com- 
mented upon in Cooper v. Cooper (19 W. R. 85). where 
it was held that the obligation to elect arose in a case 
where the testator purported to appoint property over 
which he wrongly believed that he had a power of ap- 
pointment, just as in the ordinary case where a testator 
gives property of which he wrongly believes himself to 
be the owner. The case deserves a perusal for the ex- 
planation of the general principle, and of the decision in 
Grissell v. Swinhoe (17 W. R. 438, L. R. 7 Eq. 291) 
where the legatee’s title to the property did not exist at 
the death, but was derived through the will of a third 
person, who was the owner at thattime—it being the rule 
that the obligation to elect must exist at the death ot the 
testator. 

In an important decision under the Legacy Duty Act, 
with respeet to children legitimised by foreign law 
(Skottowe v. Young, 19 W. R. 583), Vice-Chancellor 
Stuart, following the serve of Birtwhistle v. Vardell 
(7 Cl. & Fin. 895), held that the daughters of a British 


subject domiciled in France, who had been legitimised 
according to French law, were raised to the status of 
legitimate children here as regards legacy duty—the 
subject-matter being the proceeds of al estate devised 
in trust for sale. 


The decision in Forbes vy. Steven 





(18 W. R. 686, L. R. 10 Eq. 178) that legacy duty wag 
payable bs ew the share of a deeeased partner, a domi~ 
ciled Englishman, in the proceeds of gerne go 
at Bombay used for the purposes of the partnership, and 
formerly a partnership asset, was due to the operation of 


the well-known rule that equity regards such real : 


estate as personal property. With respect to succession 
duty, the Master of the Rolls held in Callanane v. Camp- 
bell (19 W. R. 426), following the well-known decision 
of Lord Cranworth in Wallace v. The Attorney-Generat 
(14 W.R. 116, L. R. 1 Ch. 1), that no duty is payable 
on the death of the tenant for life where a foreigner 
domiciled abroad has bequeathed a sum of Consols in 
trust for one for life with remainder to another. 

The only case of any importance as regards the rule 
against perpetuities was Re Moseley’s Trusts (19 W. R. 
499), and that was referred to not long ago in our 
columns. A gift to a class the members of which will 
not necessarily be ascertained within the period allowed 
by the will, isin general void—eg., where the gift is to 
children and grandchildren as a class; but in Re 
Moseley’s Trusts the gift was to children who should 
attain twenty-one, and the issue of those who should 
die under that age, such issue taking their parent's 
share ; so that the whole number of the class would be 
ascertained within a life in being and twenty-one years, 
Leaman v. Wood (22 Beav. 591) cannot stand with this 
decision. 

The rule of Debeze v. Mann (2 Bro. C. C. 519), thata 
legacy given fora particular purpose is adeemed bya 
subsequent gift inter vivos, for the same purpose, was very 
strictly construed in Pankhurst v. Howell (19 W. R. 312). 

It only remains for us to add the caution, that ap 
on the construction of wills, if unsuccessful, will in 
general be dismissed with costs (Clark v. Henry, 1% 
W. R. Ch. Dig. 125). 





AGENTS LIABLE AS DEL CREDFRE AGENTS 
AND BY CUSTOM. 
No. II. 

The cases we referred to last week related to del credere 
agents properly so called, that is, agents for the seller. 
But a similar difficulty arises under different circum- 
stances when the purchaser's broker, acting as broker, is 
sought to be nade liable to the seller. Here the broker, 
buying expressly for his principals, is charged for what 
certainly seems the debt or liability of another. This. 
difficulty arose in Humfrey v. Dale (5 W. R. 466,7 
E. & B. 266). There the defendants had bought as. 
brokers for the purchasers, not disclosing their prin- 
cipals, and had as brokers signed a sold note, express- 
ing the sale to be made “to our principals.” The 
plaintiffs sued them as purchasers, and gave evidence of 
a custom, that where the names of the principals are 
not disclosed by the purchasing broker at the time of 
the contract, he is liable to be looked to as the 
purchaser.” It was objected that to treat the de- 
fendants as purchasers was contrary to the terms of the 
written document, which could not be varied by paral 
evidence ; and that the evidence of custom was theree 
fore inadmissible. The Court held the evidence to be 
admissible ; and the decision was affirmed in the Ex- 
chequer Chamber, Martin and Channell, BB., and 
Willes, J., dissenting (6 W. R. 864, E. B. & E. 1004). 

The general principle on which evidence of this 
nature is admissible is, as expressed by Lord Campbell 
in Humfrey v. Dale (7 E. & B. 276), that an incident 
may be attached by parol evidence to a written con- 
tract, unless it is “such as, if expressed in the 
written contract, would make it insensible or incon: 
sistent ;” and by Cockburn, C.J., in the same case on 
appeal, that, ‘‘ where, either by apy rule of law or by 
the usage of trade, the terms of a contract acquire & 
particular meaning, the contract must be taken to ex- 

ress that meaning as much as though it had been set 

orth in extenso” (E.B, & E. 1121). Lord Campbell 
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put the alternative view, that the evidence might be 
taken, either ‘‘as explaining the language used, or 
adding a tacitly implied incident to the contract beyond 
hose which are expressed ;” he held it immaterial in 
which way it was regarded, but he seems rather to 
have taken the latter view, and Cockburn, C.J., to have 
taken the former. Meanwhile, the precise effect 
of the custom seems not to be quite clear. In Hum- 
frey v. Dale, Lord Campbell put it in one 
passage of his judgment thus—“it (the contract 
for sale) —_ become a contract with him (the 
broker) if the seller pleased” (7 E. & B. 274); 
in another passage thus, “ we buy for our principal, but 
if we do not disclose his name within a reasonable time, 
we agree that you may treat us as the purchasers” 
(Ibid. p. 276). Cockburn, C.J., combines both views, 
and treats the brokers as saying in effect that, ‘‘ in the 
event of the vendors not discovering their principals, or 
preferring to hold them liable, they ease be liable as 
rincipals” (E. B. & E. 1022). In either view the 
fokers are to be purchasers at the election of the 
sellers ; but in the one view the sellers were only to 
have the election if the principals were not disclosed 
within a reasonable time, in the other view they were 
to have the election absolutely. The latter was most 
in accordance with the evidence as reported. By 
the help of this view—viz., that the brokers were to be 
treated as purchasers, the difficulty was evaded which 
would have arisen under the Statute of Frauds, if they 
had only been treated as guaranteeing the debt of an- 
other. In Humfrey v. Dale this difficulty was urged ; 
but in the recent case of Fleet v. Morton (20 W. R. 97) 
it was not insisted on, though it might have been urged 
more plausibly. In that case, the Tefendanta, acting as 
brokers for the plaintiff the seller, sold a cargo of fruit, 
and signed, as brokers, a sold note in the ordinary form, 
expressing the sale to be ‘‘to our principals,” and they sub- 
sequently and before delivery disclosed their principals. 
The principals made default ; and the plaintiff sued the 
defendants as purchasers. Now, here the defendants were 
acting as seller’s brokers, but they were not acting under 
a del credere commission. A custom, however, was 
proved, that in the fruit trade, in which the transaction 
took place, if the broker does not disclose his principal 
on the face of the contract, he is liable on the principal’s 
default. It was objected that the case was not within 
the seen: | of Humfrey v. Dale because the custom 
there proved only made the broker liable when he did 
not disclose the principal at all at the time of the con- 
tract. But this was obviously beside the mark ; the 
case was within the principle of Hum/frey v. Dale; the 
custom was neither more nor less at variance with the 
written document; and that being so, the particular 
nature of the custom could have no bearing on its ad- 
missibility in evidence. In another particular, however, 
the custom differed materially from that in Humfrey v. 
Dale, the custom making the broker liable only upon his 
principal’s default, and not in terms entitling the seller 
to treat him as purchaser. This brought the position of 
the broker exactly to that of a del credere agent, and 
made it impossible to deny his position to be that of 
guarantor. The defendants, were, however, sued as 
purchasers, and Blackburn, J., observed that, had the 
matter been res integra, he would have had a difficulty 
in so treating them, and that they should rather have 
sued as del credere agents ; “ but it would be un- 

wise to amend now, since the declaration in this case is 
the same as that in Humfrey v. Dale.’ The declaration 
was the same, but the custom, if it be rightly reported, 
was not the same, neither was the position of the 
brokers. This question, however, is not one of sub- 
stance, unless the difficulty that was evaded in Hum- 
Srey v. Dale would, under the circumstances of the 
present case, prevail. But it would seem that it ought 
not to prevail ; for, by the principles laid down in that 
case, the evidence would be admissible. There is a 
Writing signed by the party to be charged, and that 





writing, as interpreted by the custom, makes the broker 
a guarantor. 

The result of the recent case of Fleet v. Morton is, 
by virtue of the custom where it prevails, to place 
the selling broker, who also acts as purchasing broker, 
exactly in the position of a d+l eredere agent, unless he 
discloses his purchasing principal on the face of the con- 
tract ; as the result of Humfrey v. Dale was to put the 
purchasing broker, by virtue of a like custom, in the 
position of the actual purchaser. Moreover, Fleet v. 
Morton appears to sanction the practice, referred to by 
Parker, hi ., a3 doubtful, of sueing the del credere agent 
as purchaser. 

One cannot but regret that these mercantile customs 
should be the subject of so much uncertainty—a fact of 
which constant proofs are afforded. The case of crossed 
cheques affords one illustration, where half the bankers 
in London gave evidence one way, and half the other, 
as to the custom with respect to their payment. The 
recent cases on the Stock Exchange afford a still more 
flagrant instance, and a culpable one, for the Stock 
Exchange profess to act under written rules, yet their 
tules have needed to be supplemented by evidence of 
usage ; that evidence was far from clear, and the usage 
has been only made certain (if indeed it is now certain, 
which may be doubted) by the efforts of the judges and 
by repeated decisions. It seems that upon the matter 
now under consideration, brokers are by no means 
agreed as to their position, and there is reason to doubt 
whether the custom is clearly established. But, on the 
other hand, if the law refused to admit such evidence, 
the mercantile ccmmunity might justly complain, and 

robably the intention of contracting parties would 
fe more frequently frustrated than at present. The 
remedy is in their own hands, for there-could be no 
difficulty in arriving at a common understanding. If 
the recognised representatives of a trade put their 
ractice with respect to the leading points of their 
aorta in writing. there would be good ground to say 


that no evidence of usage ought to be admitted incon- 
sistent with those rules, or at least those rules would be 
ractically conclusive as to all points covered by them. 
ectehiie all that the law can do is to take the best 
evidence that can be found. 
With respect to one point in the case of Fleet v. 


Morton, it may be doubted whether this has been done, 
The Court appeared to feel considerable doubt as to the 
admissibility of evidence showing the existence of a 
similar custom in the colonial trade. They held it ad- 
missible, however, but the grounds on which it was so 
held are not very clearly stated. Perhaps, in a matter 
which is so much one of degree, it was not to be ex- 

ected that they should be; but the observation of 

lackburn, J., that all brokers in the City of London 
were till recently subject to the same rules and under 
the same jurisdiction, seems not much to the point. 
What was wanted was evidence to establish an excep- 
tional custom ; and the fact referred to would rather go 
to negative the custom, as being contrary to the well- 
understood general rule, that a broker is not liable as 
principal. Perhaps, however, it may be taken in this 
way, that the existence of such an exceptional custom 
in one branch of the broking business detracts from the 
generality of the rule that a broker is a broker and 
nothing more, and makes a similar exceptional custom 
in another branch less improbable, But it must be ad- 
mitted that evidence which only goes to this point is 
somewhat remote, and of a very negative character. 
Moreover, the principle on which it is admitted is 
equally applicable to any branch of the broking busi- 
ness ; it is not necessary to inquire whether the trade 
was analogous, but only whether in the broking business, 
taken as a whole, the custom sometimes exists. This 
seems a perilous ground of decision. It may be that 
the trades are more nearly related than appears in the 
evidence, but de non apparentibus et de non emistentibus 
cadem est ratio. 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 


COMMON LAW. 
NEGLIGENCE. 
Wilson v. Newberry, Q.B., 20 W. R. 113. 

The plaintiff sued the defendant for not taking “due and 
proper care” that the clippings of his yew-trees (known 
by him to be poisonous to cattle) were not placed on any 
land other than his own, whereby plaintiff's cattle ate, 
&e. The only curious points upon this case are—first, that 
such a declaration should ever have been drawn; and, 
secondly, that Mangan v. Atherton (L. R. 1 Ex. 239, 
14 W. R. 771), was not cited for the defendant. Per- 
haps there is a third—namely, that the case seems to have 
been argued as if the declaration alleged an absolute 
duty to prevent the clippings getting off the defendant’s 
land. 


BASTARDY ORDER—DISMISSAL ON MERITS. 
Queen v. Flintshire, JJ., Q.B.,20 W. R. 94. 

In the early case of Slater (Cro. Sar. 470), which was 
followed by Reg. v. Tennant (2 St. 716, 2 Ray. 1423), it 
was held that after an affiliation order of justices had 
been discharged by quarter sessions it was no longer com- 
petent to justices out of quarter sessions to make a 
new order on the same man, And in the still earlier 
case of Pridgeon (Cro. Car. 341, 356), the decision of the 
quarter sessions was held equally binding on themselves; 
so as to disable them from afterwards, on an original 
proceeding under 3 Car. 1,c. 4,8, 16, making an order 
against a person whom they had on appeal discharged 
from the order made against him by two justices, The 
same conclusion would no doubt have followed if after 
the discharge. of an original application to them they 
had entertained a second original application, although 
the reasons are not in all respects identical. 

The decision of quarter sessions then is final. But 
apart from its liability to appeal, this is otherwise with 
respect to an order made by justices out of sessions; and 
hence in ea v. Jenkin (Ca. K. B. temp.}Hard. 301), an 
order of two justices made in the form of an acquittal was 
quashed on the ground that no such conclusive judg- 
ment was within their competence. In Reg. v. Machen 
(14 Q. B. 74), this distinction was observed, and 
it was, therefore, held that a second application by the 
mother must be entertained by the justices, although the 
first was dismissed for want of corroborative evidence; 
and that decision was adhered to in the case of Reg v. 
Harrington (12 W. R. 420), where an order made by 
justices, after a previous dismissal for want of corrobora- 
tive evidence, was upheld; and in Reg. v. Gaunt (15 W. 
R. 1172,L. R. 2 Q. B. 466), where an order was similarly 
upheld after a previous dismissal “on the merits.” 

In the latter case, however, a strong opinion was ex- 
pressed by all the members of the Court, that a decision 
by justices against the order ought to be practically con- 
clusive on a subsequent application, in the absence of 
special circumstances. 

In the present case, it was attempted to make these 
cases an authority for compelling justices to hear a second 
application, after a previous order had been quashed on 
appeal for want of corroborative evidence. They 
obviously, however, had no bearing on the question, except 
so far as that a dismissal for want of corroborative evi- 
dence was, in Reg. v. Machen, compared to a nonsuit ; a 
comparison justly questioned both here and in Reg. v. 
Harrington. 

It seems, however, to have been thought (though with- 
out ground, so far as appears from 12 W. R. 420, and 9 
L. T. N.S. 721, the only places where the case is reported), 
that in Reg. v. Harrington the quarter sessions had 
quashed a former order, but ae a point of form, not on 
merits. A suggestion of this kind was indeed made 
arguendo in Rex v. Tennant, but came to nothing, 
being confounded in fact. In the pzesent ease, how- 





ever, the Court, under this mistaken impression, ap- 
pear to countenance the view that Slater’s case and 
Rex v. Tennant may not apply where the order ig 
quashed on appeal, not upon the merits. If it is asked, 
“ What is merits?” the question may be well answered in 
the words of Lush,.J., “All thatis not technical matter 
of form is merits ;. where the party on whom the onus 
lies fails to prove his case, that is merits.” In other 
words, everything which is a legal defence on the facts 
of the case as put in evidence, is substance and merits; 
a defence which only arises out of a defect in the form of 
the proceedings is not merits. 


GUARANTEE OR PRIMARY LIABILITY. 
Mountstephen v. Lakeman, Ex. Ch. 20 W. R. 117. 


The plaintiff was a contractor employed upon a sewer 
by a local board. The board further proposed to compel 
certain private owners to connect their premises with the 
sewer;: but the plaintiff, having no contract for this work, 
was about to leave after completing his own work. The 
chairman of the local board then said to him, ‘‘ What 
objection have you to make these connections?” He 
replied, “I have no objection to do the work if you or the 
local board will'give me the order.”? The defendant said, 
“You go on and do the work, and I will see you paid.” 
The plaintiff did the work. The board made no order, 
and the plaintiff sued the defendant. The Court of Queen’s 
Bench held that. this was a:guarantee for the local board, 
and invalid for want of writing (18 W. R. 1081; L. R. 
5 Q. B. 613). 

In reversing this decision, the Court of Exchequer 
Chamber have certainly put a much more natural con- 
struction on the transaction than was adopted in the- 
Court below. In delivering judgment, Willes, J., says, “ It 
is quite clear that the decision was based on the assumed 
case that a principal contract was- supposed, at the 
time of the conversation between the plaintiff and the de- 
fendant, to be subsisting, or to be contemplated, between 
the former and the local board.” And he expresses his 
own view thus: “ Looking at the language, the natural 
construction is that it means “ You are here, and ready 
to go on witb this work, and although at present there 
is nobody to pay you, I will procure you employment on 
the work, or will pay you for doing it,’ and if that beso, 
then the defendant is liable.” This is a little obscure, 
because the latter passage implies that a “‘ principal con-. 
tract was supposed . to be contemplated between 
the plaintiff and the local board”’;: but the meaning of 
“ contemplated ” here evidently is “ contemplated as the 
basis of the defendant’s engagement to the plaintiff.” 
That this is so is clear from another passage;. where 
Willes, J., quotes the note to Birkmyr v. Darnell (1 
Salk. 27). ‘‘From all the authorities it appears, con- 
formably to the doctrine in this case, that if the person 
for whose use the goods, &c., are furnished be liable at all,. 
any other person’s promise is void except in writing”; 
and adds, “That may very well be modified to the extent: 
of adding the words, if he be liable at all, or if his 
liability be made the foundation of the contract between 
the plaintiff and the defendant.” In substance the trans- 
action, as interpreted by the Exchequer Chamber, was 
this, “ Either I or the local board will be your employer; ” 
and if so, it at once follows that it could not be an under- 
taking to be answerable for the debt, default, or mis- 
carriage of the local board. For if the local board made- 
no order, there could be no debt, default, or miscarriage: 
on their part; but, on the other hand, if the board had 
made the order, the engagement would have been satisfied,. 
so that the event which would have satisfied the engage- 
ment would have been the very event that first made # 
debt from the local board possible. Looked at thus, the 
transaction, so far from including # guarantee for the 
board’s discharge of any obligation, precisely excluded it. 
And the question may be tested thus: apart from any 
question under the Statute of Frauds, if the board had 

made the order and failed to pay, .could.the plaintiff. have 
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gued the defendant as guarantorfor the board? It seems 
lear that he could not.. 


EvIDENCE—QUESTION GOING TO WITNESS’S CREDIT. 
Reg. v. Holmes, C.C.R., 20 W. R, 123. 


In accordance with what was commonly understood to 
te the rule in such cases, the Court of Criminal Appeal 
has decided that when the prosecutrix in a case of rape 
chhas on cross-examination denied intercourse with men 
other than the prisoner, evidence cannot be called to 
contradict her. That evidence of previous intercourse 
with the prisoner should be allowed is intelligible enough. 
Itis more difficult to justify the admission of general 
evidence of bad character, as in R. v. Barker (3 C. & P. 
§89), since it real value consists in the detail, and if 
cross-examined to it would probably result in those parti- 
cular charges (whether true or false) which the common 
rule and the present case exclude. The necessity of the 
ease, however, compels some laxity. But the attempt 
made here went beyond either class of precedent, was 
in the teeth of several decided cases, and was only 
supported by the unsatisfactory decision of 2. v. Robins 
(2M. & R. 512). In its support was also cited the case of 
Reg. v. Eyre (2 F. & F. 579), a case not in point, but used 
to show how different the rules were which prevailed in 
cases of this nature from those followed elsewhere. And 
certainly, if that case be law, it does show a very wide 
difference ; for Byles, J., is there reported to have laid it 
down that whatever was said by the prosecutrix or to 
her upon the occasion of her making a complaint im- 
mediately after the alleged act, was equally evidence. 
‘The recital of this case in Russel], by Greaves, i, 924, is 
simply introduced by the text-writers’ common form, 
“But where;”’ and stands without any other comment 
than a faint and indirect suggestion of a suspicion in a 
foot-note. Since, however, it is in contradiction to the 
common understanding and practice, which only allows 
the fact and not the details of the complaint to be given 
in evidence, and to what was said in &. v. Gutteridge 
(9 C. P. 471), the case cannot be relied on. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


The Benchers of the Inner Temple have appointed the 
following gentlemen as “tutors” for 1872, to students of 


the Inn :— 

Jurisprudence and Civil Law.—Mr. SHetpon Amos. Mr. 
Amos was called to the bar in June, 1862, with a first-class 
certificate of honour. He is professor of jurisprudence, &c., 
at University College, London. 

Real Property.—Mr. C. S. Mepp. Called Michaelmas, 
1869, with a first-class certificate of honour. 

Common Law.—Mr. AxtHUR WItson. Mr. Wilson was 
called to the bar in June, 1862, with a first-class certificate 
of honour. He represents the Law Reports in the Bail 
Court and Court for Crown Cases Reserved. 

Constitutional Law.—Mr. J. J. Hoorer. Mr. Hooper is 
one of the Inner Temple Examiners for the year ending on 
the 9th of January next. He was called to the bar in 
Michaelmas, 1852, and is a member of the Western Circuit. 

Equity.—Mr. Gzorce WE ts (called April, 1856). 


Mr. E. Bromury of the Midland Circuit has been ap- 
_ by the Lord Chief Baron Clerk of Assize for the 
orthern Circuit, in place of Sir John Bavley, deceased. 


Mr. Hate WorrHay, solicitor, of Royston, Herts, has 
been appointed, by the Lord-Lieutenant of cap oat 
to be Clerk of the Peace for that county, which office was 
tendered vacant by the death of Mr. H. R. Evans, solicitor, 
fly. Mr. Wortham took out his solicitor certificate in 1844. 

Mr, Tuomas Hoorer Law, solicitor, of Barnstaple, 
Devonshire, has been appointed Clerk to the county justices 
‘for the division of Braunton, including Combmartin, in suc- 
cession to Mr, John Sherard Clay, solicitor, who has resigned. 

. Law was certificated as a solicitor:in 1832. 

Mr. WILu1aM MorGaN, solicitor, of Stafford, has been ap- 
Pointed Clerk to the Stafford Board of Guardians, in succes- 
sion to Mr. Smith, resigned. The salary of the clerk is 





£100 a-year, and he will also receive £20 a-year as vlerk to 
the Assessment Committee, and £10 a-year for conducting 
the elections of guardians. Mr. Morgan was admitted an 
attorney in 1862. 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


TRANSFERS OF Ratiway STOCK. 


Sir,—I was much pleased to see a letter signed ‘‘ An 
Attorney” in the Law Times of the 16th inst., commenting 
on the decision in the action of Case v. McClellan lately 
argued in the Common Pleas, 20 W. R.113. I have often 
wondered how people are so unwise as to sign transfers of 
railway stock, therein acknowledging to receive a larger 
amount of money than is due to them, and not knowing who 
is to receive the overplus, or whether any one will receive 
it. It is a very dangerous practice, and the sooner it 
is stopped, by exposing it, the better. The writer says they 
have no such foot-note in their Birmingham transfers as in 
the Liverpool transfer alluded to in the action, but he adds 
that there is printed on the Birmingham transfers—* Printed 
by Alex. Day, New-street,” which he thinks is as binding 
on the seller as the Liverpool foot-note is. This is a very 
waggish remark, but I think it quite true. 

I have looked in the last number of the Law Times 
(Saturday, 23rd December, inst.,) and also in your Journal of 
the same date for some reply to this letter ofan attorney from 
the Liverpool or London Stock Exchange, but find none. 

If any reply should be ventured, I hope it will answer the 
very sensible remark at the end of the letter I have 
referred to, the words of which are :—‘‘In conclusion I 
would ask how it is possible that any Act of Parliament, cr 
any dictum of any Stock Exchange, or both together, cap 
bind me to sign a deliberate and wilful untruth.” 

Manchester, Dec. 27. A SouicrTor. 





OBITUARY. 


SIR J, E. G. BAYLEY, BART. 


The death of Sir John Edward George Bayley, Bart.» 
Barrister-at-Law, and Clerk of Assize on the Northern Cir- 
cuit, took place at his residence, Stanhope Lodge, Kensing- 
ton Gore, on the 23rd December, which was his seventy- 
eighth birthday, Sir John having been born on the 23rd 
of December, 1794. The deceased baronet was the eldest of 
the three sons of the late Right Hon. Sir John Bayley, a 
lawyer of eminence, who was for many years one of the 
judges of the Court of King’s Bench, and subsequently 
a Baron of the Court of Exchequer, and who was 
created a baronet on his retirement from the judicial office 
in March, 1834. His mother was Elizabeth, youngest 
daughter of John Markett, Esq., of Meopham Court Lodge, 
co. Kent. That lady died in January, 1837. Sir John 
Bayley was educated at Winchester School, and was called 
to the bar at the Middle Temple on the 6th May, 1835, 
being almost immediately appointed Clerk of Assize on 
the Northern Circuit, which office has become vacant by 
his death. He succeeded to the baronetcy on the death of 
his father in October, 1841. Sir John Bayley was twice 
matried—first, in June, 1822, to Charlotte Mary, second 
daughter of John Minet Fector, Esq., of Kearsney Abbey, 
near Dover. By this lady (who died in August..1854) he had 
two surviving sons. He married secondly, in August, 
1855. Selina, daughter of the late Colonel Marley. She 
died in January, 1865. He is succeeded in the baronetey 
by the elder of his two sons, now the Rev. Sir John Robert 
Emilius Bayley, vicar of St. John’s, Paddington, who was 
originally educated for the legal profession; but having 
decided on becoming a candidate for holy orders in the 
Church of England, he applied to Dr. Wilberforce, then 
Bishop of Oxford, and was ordained in 1846 as a literate, 
or one who had taken a University degree. Sir John 
Bayley’s younger son is the Hon. Lyttelton Holyoake 
Bayley, one of the judges of the High Court of Judicature 
at Bombay. Mr. L. H. Bayley was educated at Eton, and 
was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in May, 1856. 
He practised for a short time at Melbourne, but afterwards 
proceeded to Bombay, where, having had a successful career 
at the bar, he became Advocate-General in March, 1866, 
and was appointed a judge of the High Court in May, 1869. 
He:is married, and has two sons, and as the present net 
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has no family, the title (to which he is now heir-presump - 
tive) will probably be inherited by himself or his children. 
A surviving brother of the late Sir John Bayley, and the 
only member of the first baronet’s family now living, is 
Francis Bayley, Esq., judge of the Westminster County 
Court. 


MR. D. R. BLAINE. 


Mr. Delabere Roberton Blaine, who was recently appointed 
judge of the Marylebone County Court, died at his resi- 
dence, Southwick-place, Hyde-park-square, on the 13th of 
December, at the age of sixty-four years. The late Mr. 
Blaine was a native of Woodbridge, Suffolk, and was edu- 
cated at the grammar-school at that place. He was for 
several yearsa solicitor in practice at Lincoln’s Inn Fields, 
and was then a member of the Incorporated Law Society of 
the United Kingdom. He was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple on the 8th of May, 1846, and practised on 
the Home Circuit and at the Surrey Sessions. In 1866 he 
was appointed a revising barrister for Essex, which office he 
continued to hold till he became a county court judge, in 
1871. In April of the present year, on the retirement of 
Mr. W. Blanshard, Mr. Blaine was appointed to succeed 
that gentleman ‘as judge of the Wetientohed County 
Courts (Circuit No. 1), and in November last, on the resig- 
nation of Sir John Eardley Wilmot, Bart., Mr. Blaine was 
transferred to circuit No. 43, embracing the Metropolitan 
districts of Marylebone, Brompton, and Brentford. He was 
amember of the Athenwum Club, and had been a fellow of 
the Royal Geographical Society since 1854. Mr. Blaine was 
the author of a treatise on “The Laws of Artistic Copy- 
right and their Defects,’ which appeared in 1853; and in 
1858 he published a ‘‘ Report prepared at the Request of 
the Artistic Copyright Committee, appointed by the Society 
of Arts.” In 1861 he issued a pamphlet entitled ‘‘ Sugges- 
tions on the Copyright (Works of Art) Bill, 1861,” which 
was followed by a supplementary treatise on the bill for 
1862. Besides the above he wrote numerous papers upon 
literary, musical, artistic, and international copyright. Mr. 
Blaine married Mary Ann Martin, only child of the late 
John Stenton, Esq., of Prince Edward’s Island. For most 
of the above facts we are indebted to the courtesy of Mr. R. 
H. Mair, editor of “ Debrett’s Judicial Bench,” &¢. 


MR. J. MIDDLETON. 


Mr, Joseph Middleton, barrister-at-law, Recorder of 
Scarborough, and Deputy Reorder, of Leeds, expired at 
his residence near the latter town (Gipton Grove, Round- 
bay), on the 24th December, in the fifty-third year of his 
age. He had been recently attacked by erysipelas, which 
was followed by congestion of the lungs. The deceased 
gentleman was the younger son of the late Joseph Middle- 
ton, Esq., of Grove House, near Leeds, and was born on 
the 28th of March, 1818. He studied law at the chambers 
of the late Thomas Chitty, Esq., and was called to the 
bar at the Middle Temple in June, 1843, In recent years 
he acquired a widely-growing practice on the Northern 
Circuit, his reputation being based not so much on his 
brilliancy as an advocate, as on his ability as a sound 
lawyer. In June, 1865, he was appointed Recorder of 
Scarborough, in succession to Mr. Henry Wyndham West, 
M.P., who then became Recorder of Manchester. For some 
years Mr. Middleton had been prosecuting counsel for the 
mint for the borough of Leeds, and also deputy chairman 
of the general Quarter Sessions for the Liberty of Ripon, 
for which city he was a Justice of the Peace, He had 
also been recently appointed by Mr. J. B. Maule, Recorder 
of Leeds, to be Deputy Recorder for that borough. Mr. 
Middleten had a great love of literary pursuits, and several 
works of poetry and fiction are the fruits of his learned 
leisure, 





Services or THE Lawyers’ Lirz Boat.—Mr. Burra, of 
Rye, reports that on Monday last the ship Rodina, bound 
from Aguilas, in Spain, to Shields, went ashore off Jury’s 
Gap. The Rye Life-boat, Arthur Frederick, and the 
Solicitors’ and Proctors’ Life-boat, Storm Sprite, stationed 
at Winchelsea, both of which belong to the National Life 
Boat Institution, were launched to the aid of the ship- 
wrecked men, a high wind blowing at the time and a heavy 
sea running. ‘The first-named boat saved eight men, and 
the other life-boat rescued the remaining nine men from 
the wreck, all on board being thus happily saved. 





SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


METROPOLITAN AND PROVINCIAL LAW 
ASSOCIATION. 


A Dre into a Bive Boox.* 


The uninviting outward appearance of Parliamentary 
Blue Books is generally so indicative of their dry and unin. 
teresting contents that comparatively few people beyond the 
pale of statistical enthusiasts and model drudging M.P,’s 
have the courage or inclination to explore them ; and yet it 
is scarcely necessary to affirm that the hard, dry facts and 
figures which form the substance of many of these unpre. 
tending folios are of priceless importance, as affording the 
most reliable data for present opinions and the soundest 
bases for future legislation. One of such books published 
during a recent session, the driest of the dry, so full of 
figures and nothing but figures, that too prolonged a study 
of it late at night might well induce a figure nightmare, 
has nevertheless a certain iaterest for lawyers, inasmuch as 
it contains an account of the annual expenditure of all the 
courts of law and justice in the three kingdoms, and it is 
probable that the returns comprised in this book will be 
brought into prominent notice in the ensuing session, when 
the details of such expenditure are intended to be brought 
forward in the House for investigation, the motion made by 
Mr. Vernon Harcourt just before the close of the last session 
having been acquiesced in by the First Lord of the Treasury, 

These dry bones of judicial statistics have also a special 
interest for those members of our Association who have 
taken an active part during the last two years in endeavonr- 
ing to bring about those great reforms in our judicature, 
the union of law and equity, the concentration or absorp- 
tion of existing courts, and the establishment of local courts 
of first instance in the place of the present complex and ex- 
pensive system. 

I bave therefore thought that it might be useful, in view 
of coming changes and investigations, to give a brief sum- 
mary of the official staffs and annual expenditure of the 
various courts of law and justice in the three divisions of 
our empire—England, Scotland, and Ireland. Taking, 
then, the three kingdoms in their usual order, I propose, 
first, to analyse the expenditure of the English courts, and 
of these the court pre-eminent in dignity and importance 
over all others, the High Court of Chancery, will first be 
noticed, and as a specimen of the personnel composing our 
great courts of law, I will enumerate the officials, from the 
Lord Chancellor downwards, at the same time giving their 
respective salaries. The vast English judicial salary 
roll appropriately starts with that assigned to our highest 
legal functionary—£10,000, a sum no doubt far in excess of 
that earned by any other judicial personage in the world, 
but still having regard to the lofty station assigned to the 
holder of the great seat in our constitution, not more than 
commensurate with his dignity and importance. The re 
maining officials of his court, with their salaries and ex- 
penses, are as follows :— 

Principal secretary as oe 

Gentlemen of the chamber... oe 
Purse bearer... ae ee oe ‘ 
Ditto for performing the duties of sealer an 

chaffwax cn oe oie ae 

Ditto cab hire, «c. 
Trainbearer se is ee soe (Bs 
Ditto cab hire for ditto and porter to the Great 

Seal... ous AY ue des ae 
Messenger to the Lord Chancellor during his 

absence from town... 3 ooo ash 
Travelling expenses of ditto 
Porter to the Great Seal a Sep eon 
First clerk in the Lord Chancellor’s principal 

secretary’s office se ove aa ps 
Second clerk in ditto... ae soe 
Usher of the hall so at 
Tipstaff of the Court of Chancery .. 200 
Three persons to keep order in the court 300 
Court keeper at Westminster... a an 90 
Laundress at Lincoln’s Inn, and for petty dis- 
bursements... xt ea oe | (9B 
Ditto ut Westminster ... ae a3 ed ae 


... £1,200 
500 
d 


eee 


ry 


co cococeo coo oo owoo ooo 


125 
300 


o 





* A Paper read at the meeting of the ee and Pro- 
vincial Law Assoeiation held at Newcastle-on-T'yne on Oct. 11, 
by C. T. Saunders, Esq., of Birmingham. 
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Court Keepers for attending to the furnaces 
atditto, and for sundry disbursements 

John Nicholl’s compensation for loss of office... 

Stoker at the courts at Lincoln’s Inn... us 

Stationery, &c., for court, principal secretary's 
office, and private house _... xe th 

Coals and petty disbursements... 

Secretary of presentations 

Secretary of commissions a Ais 

Qlerk of presentations expenses of offices 


£7 0 
210 0 
105 0 


256 0 
496 11 
400 0 
400 0 

50 0 


Making a total of £16,429 9 7 


Doubtless, ardent reformers like Mr. Vernon Harcourt 
may have something to say about some of these officials and 
the relation which their salaries bear to the duties they per- 
form, the purse bearer and chaffwax for instance, or the 

orter to the Great Seal; but on the other hand, it may well 
os argued that so long as the separate existence of this 
great and venerable court is considered advisable, it is fitting 
that it should be kept up with that ancient state and cere- 
monial which has been so long associated with it. 

The Lords Justices of Appeal in Chancery divide £12,000 
between them as their salaries, and the other expenses of 
their court bring the total amount up to £14,483 7s. 2d. 

The court and chamber expenditure of the Rolls. the 
Master of which has the same salary as the Lords Justices— 
viz., £6,000—amounts to £17,582 16s. 6d; and the expen- 
diture of the courts of the three Vice-Chancellors, who each 
receive £5,000 a-year, averages about £12,000 each. There 
are two chief clerks at £1,500 a-year, and four junior clerks 
at £400 a-year each, besides other officials attached to the 
chambers of each court, and with regard to the salaries of 
‘the chief clerks, both at the Rolls and Vice-Chancellors’ 
courts, when we consider the increasingly important, and, 
indeed, semi-judicial, functions which devolve upon them, 
and the ability with which such functions are generally 
discharged, it cannot be said they are overpaid. Members 
of the bar, indeed, are beginning to chafe at the extensive 
‘powers lodged in the hands of the chief clerks, who, it is 
well known are invariably solicitors, and no doubt it is a 
dangerous precedent—for them. 

We now come to the expenditure attending the various 
chancery offices as distinguished from the purely judicial 
departments, and the first that claims attention from the 
magnitude of its expenditure, is the registrar’s office, the 
staff of which is as follows :— 


First Registrar Fe ae 

Three registrars at £1,800 each, 

Four ditto at £1,500 each. 

Three ditto at £1,250 each. 

Two clerks at £800 each. 

Four clerks at £600 each. 

Five clerks at £400 each. 

Three clerks at £300 each. 

Two clerks of entries at £350 each. 

Two bag bearers at £150 each. 

Nine assistant’s clerks at £150 each. 

One ditto at £120. 

One ditto at £100. 

Offices keeper, Chancery-lane de 

Ditto, Southampton-buildings ‘ga sie 

Allowances for copying orders and for enter- 
ing orders ... fe ei : 

Sundry expenses, offices, &c. 


Making a total of ... ... £29,999 16 


r within a fraction of £30,000 a-year for this one office. 

The duties of the Registrar’s officers are no doubt heavy, 
but I think Mr. Vernon Harcourt’s attention might be use- 
fully directed to the foregoing items of expenditure. 

The office of the Accountant-General, of course a very 
responsible functionary, and who has the corresponding large 
‘salary of £4,200, follows next in order. He has under him 
a staff of thirty-five clerks, and the total expenditure is 
£15,490. 

The Examiner's Office is a comparatively small one. The 
two examiners receive £1,500 a-year each, and the total 
— of the department are £3,807 12s. 11d. a-year. 

e Taxing Master's Office reaches a high figure in the 
expenditure, there being seven Masters at the high salary of 
£2,000 each, and the total expenditure being £20,732 8s. 2d. 

The Record and Writ Clerks’ Office appears to require a 
very numerous staff of clerks, and there is one extraordinary 


... £2,000 0 0 


215 
120 


1,907 
.. 1,137 





item in the expenditure, namely, £8,199 16s. 1d., for maki 
office copies of affidavits and printing affidavits. The total 
expenditure of this department is estimated at £18,662 1s. 

The office of the Clerk of Enrolments with an expendi- 
ture of £3,031 11s. 8d.; that of the Solicitor to the Suitors’ 
Fund, with an expenditure of £1,547 15s. 5d.; the Petty 
Bag, £944 5s. 8d.; and Surveyor of the Court of Chancery, 
with the modest salary of £80, closes the list ; the collec- 
tive totals for all the courts and offices amounting together 
to £178,857 4s. 5d. 

We will new review the annual expenditure of the Superior 
Courts of Common Law. 

The expenditure in each court is pretty much the same, 
except that the Lord Chief Justice of England receives 
£8,000 a-year, while the chiefs of the Common Pleas and 
Exchequer receive only £7,000 a-year; with that exception, 
the Queen’s Bench staff may be taken as an example of 
all the courts. 


Lord Chief Justice ad ae 

Four Puisne Judges, at £5,000 each 

One Judge’s clerk a ae 

Four ditto at £600 each 

Six ditto at £400 ,, 

(These are the persons whose comfort- 

able berths are said to have created 
a difficulty in the recent Act for 
improving the Committee of the 
Privy Council.) 

One Usher ae a 

Three do. at £120 each 

One Trainbearer ... beg 

One Court Keeper 


--- £8,000 
.. 20,000 
£700 

2, 400 
2,400 


146 19 
360 0 
100 0 

50 0 


Total amount «£34,150 19 4 


The total expenditure of the three 
£101,629 7s. 4d. 

The above items of expenditure relate strictly to the 
different courts. 

The numerous other expenses attending the administration 
of the superior courts are as follows :— 


Home and Circuit expenses of the Clerks 
and Officers of the Judges «- £4,882 7 1 

Salaries to the Marshals to Judges on 
circuit at £75.each_.... ei . 2,550 0 0 

Officers of Assize,a very heavy item, and of which I will 
take the expenditure on the Northern Circuit, in which we 
are assembled, as an instance :— 

Clerk of Assize aes Pe .. 1,000 0 0 

Clerk of Assize for assistance in the taxa- 

tion of costs ... om ose ae 

Clerk of Indictments and Deputy Clerk 

of Assize oe: ase eee rae 

Associate ... ane 

Clerk of Arraigns... 

Clerk : a ses ses ; 
Travelling and personal expenses: 
Clerk of Indictments and Deputy Clerk 

of Assize a «ee Sed aa 0 
Clerk of Arraigns... ait 4 = 33 (0 
Expenses incurred in taxation of costs 

paid to Clerk of Assize 1,003 0 
Sundry Disbursements ... ose a 3 11 


Making a total of £4,325 11 6 


The entire expenditure under this head for all the courts 
is £19,656 8s, 10d. 

In addition to the associates and other officers on circuit 
there are associates of the courts who each have a salary of 
£1,000 a-year, and other officers, the total expenditure for 
all the courts being £4,955 2s. 4d. 

The offices of the masters of the Common Law Courts 
must transact a prodigious amount of business, if we may 
judge from the number of the officials required to get 
through it. Take that of the Queen’s Bench as an example, 
with:— 

Five Masters at the head, £1,200 each £6,000 0 0 

First clerk. Rule Office. 

Second ditto. 

Third ditte. 

Fourth ditto. 

Fifth ditto. 

First clerk. Judgment Office. 


courts being 


1,050 0 0 


450 
400 
250 
100 


33 
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Second ditto. Ditto. 

Third ditto. Ditto. 

Fourth ditto. Ditto. 

Fifth ditto. Ditto. 

First clerk. Writ Office. 

Second ditto. Ditto. 

Third ditto, Ditto. 

First clerk. Record Office. 

Second ditto. 

Filacer and Outlawry Office. 

First clerk Appearance Office. 

Second ditto. Ditto. 

Third ditto. Ditto. 

First clerk. Master's Office. 

Second ditto, Ditto. 

Third ditto. Ditto. 

Fourth ditto. Ditto. 
At salaries varying from £560 down to £92 10s. Od. 
_ The total expenditure of the department 
in the Queen’s Bench being . eve $14,183 17 2 
And in the three courts collectively .. 387,547 0 4 

The Crown Office annual expenditure... 3,731 & 7 

The Office of Registrars of Judgments, 
and in Common Pleas aad hn «. 1,453 2 10 

The Office of Registrar of Acknowledge- 
ment of Deeds of Married Women .. 1,205 0 0 
And Office of the Queen’s Remembrancer... 4,223 1 9 
Complete the items of expenditure con- 
sidered as belonging or appertaining to the 
Superior Courts of Common Law, and the 
entire annual expenditure is estimated at 181,832 19 1 


Few law courts appear to have been established upon so 
royal asystem of expenditure as the Court of Probate and 
Divorce, as will appear from the following enumeration of 
its staff, with their salaries :— 

Judge op as aes ... 5,000 

Secretary to Judge Pe ee re 300 

Senior Registrar ... ik ioe .. 1,600 

Second Registrar (a)... ah .. 1,500 

Third Registrar (4)... soe «» 1,500 

Fourth Registrar... bi owe ... 1,000 

Seven principal clerks (c) £700 each... 4,900 

Two Record keepers, £700 each -. 1,400 

Crier clerk of the rules and orders, an 

principal Clerk to the Judge... ob 600 

Principal clerk (d) ose see ove 600 

Clerk of papers ... a coe a 500 

Nine assistant clerks, £450 each -. 4,050 

Assistant to record keepers... me 400 

Senior calendar keeper ... ee Si 400 

Twosuperintendents of department, £350 

each... a kee ae os 700 

Assistant to record keepers ee sb 350 

Four clerks to registrars, £300 each ... 1,200 

Two superintendents of departmeats 

£300 each. ce is ~ aap 600 

Three examiners, £300 each ... ron 900 

First assistant, printed calendar. at 300 

Second clerk, Divorce. ... ive as 300 

Sealer... Fs ae eas pak 300 

Seven second assistant clerks, £250each. 1,750 

Third clerk, personal application depart- 

ment... hes ose er eae 250 

Assistant clerk to judge, Westminster 250 

First assistant to clerk of papers sh 250 

Five examiners, £250 each... vse’ 5860 

Two assistants to record keepers, £250 

each... at a ee me 500 

Assistant, printed calendar. ... _ 250 

Clerk to senior registrar. eS as 200 

Two assistants to record keepers, £200 


ocoocoooco 


ea on ‘we 400 
Clerk of notations ss aS se 200 
Assistant to calendar keeper... ~ 200 
Assistant, Inland Revenue Departmen 200 

Three clerks’ stamp fee accounts, £300 
each... oss ae wy se 600 
Superintendent, searching staff... con 200 
Eight third assistant clerks, £150 each 1,200 
Six assistants to record keepers, £150 
ae: oa 900 


each = «ee aah as 
Assistant clerk to notations ... 5 150 
Two assistant ckerks, £150 each... ee 300 
Eight readers to examiners, £150 each... 1,200 


eosco SCO Sooo seo eeocooO Sooo eoeo Soo SOO SoOeOsoS hl CoOSoOOO OSS 


ecocoe ocoo S8Sc9C00 Ss@o SoSeoeoeo Seseeoo SFSoSo SeSeoSseSo 





| 


Three assistants, printed calendar de- 
partment, £150 each ... ee -- £450 
Clerk stamp fee accounts kb saa 150 
Clerk for issuing receipts for papers ... 150 
Superintending clerk, searching staff ... 150 
Two boek showers, £150 each... mee 800 
Supernumerary clerk... A as 150 
Two ushers, Westminster, £150 each ... 300 
Fourth assistant clerk, personal ap- 
plication department... ne om 
Seven assistants to record keepers, £100 
each. ay oe oe Sie 700 
Fourth clerk, divorce department ke 100 
Second assistant, calender keeper eee 100 
Third assistant, stamp fee accounts ... 100 
Six searchers, £100 each... ous ee 609 
Four supernumerary clerks, £100 each... 400 
Two assistant record keepers, £80 each 160 
Two searchers, £80 each a oe 160 
Five messengers, £80 each a ie 400 
Two messengers, £70 each__... mn 140 
Three ditto, £60 each ... nis wae 180 
Messenger and doorkeeper, Westminster 100 
Thirty copying clerks at per folio we 4,247 
Housekeeping, incidental expenses, and 
petty cash oe nes a ee 485 


120 


eo wesecoooooosoSD oe SoooSeSe © 
oe wlSecoccoeosoo oS OoooceSo 


£48,293 5 8 

The District Probate Registries are 40 in number, and the 
expenditure varies according to the importance of each 
registry, that at Wakefield amounting: to £2,650, while 
Bury St. Edmunds only reaches the small sum of £400, 
The staff always consists of a registrar and three or more 
clerks, and the salary of the registrar varies from £1,400, 
the handsome allowancetof the registrar at Wakefield, down 
to £450, the modest stipend of his less important brethren 
at Bury St Edmunds and Chichester. 

The Chief Clerks, who really do the work in most 
registries, receive salaries varying from £150 to £400. 

he entire annual cost of these local courts is £42,127 2s. 3d. 
perhaps not excessive. 

Add this amount to the expense of the London Court of 
Probate and Divorce, and we get £90,420 7s, 11d. as th 
total annual expenditure of the department. ‘ 

The High Court of Admiralty is presided over by a judge 
with a salary of £4,000, and the entire expenditure of the 
department, which does not call for particular observation, 
is put at £15,162 9s. 8d. 

The annual cost of the now defunct town and district 
bankruptcy system was rather more than £120,000. 

Iam unable to say what the separate cost of that depart- 
ment is under existing arrangements. 

Of the 193 pages of which our Blue Book is composed, the 
odd 93, or; nearly one-half, are occupied with the details of 
the expenditure of the county courts—those young and 
vigorous offshoots from our judicial stem whose Aaronic 
rod ‘of ever-widening jurisdiction threatens to swallow 
up the whole of the litigious business of first instance, and 
to relegate the higher courts to the exercise of appeal 
functions only. 

The expenditure of this now great branch of our judicial 
organisation is very heavy, as may be imagined from the 
fact that there are 59 circuits, holding together courts in 
about 500 different places throughout England and Wales. 

The salary of the judges, as is well-known, is almost 
uniformly £1,500 a-year. The salaries of the registrars and 
higk bailiffs vary widely according to the relative im- 
portance of the different courts. 

The entire expenditure reaches a total of £491,935 18s. 11d. 
thus nearly approaching a round half-million. 

These courts do not appear to be overloaded with officials, 
it is the great and, to some extent, one cannot but think 
unnecessary number of the separate courts—many in the 
most insignificant localities, each with its staff and office 
expenses—that swells into so prodigious a sum. I am 
unable to say what these county courts really cost the 
country, asthe very large and excessive fees paid by the 
suitors have to be taken into account, and which, in some 
conrts—that of Bradford, for example, according to Mr. 
Daniel, the judge—appear to nearly cover their expenses. 

There are besides the courts 1 have enumerated some 
special courts, the expense of which is not so great as to 
render their details of interest. ; 

One of such items of expenditure may be interesting to 
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our Lancashire members—viz., the cost attending the 
Courts of Chancery and Common Pleas, and the Crown 
Office in the Duchy and County Palatine of Lancaster. 

The annual expenditure of these now very useful courts, 
which have made, it is understood, Manchester and Liver- 

] almost independent of London, is put at £8,160 1s. 1d. 

I will close the list of the English courts of law with the 
statistics of a recent exotic, which has not flourished on our 
judicial soil—the office of land registry. Two highly-paid 
registrars, one with a salary of £2,500 the other of £1,500, 
preside over a chief clerk and second and third clerks, the 
total expenditure being £5,235 3s, 7d. Very agreeable posts, 
so far as is ascertained, all those functionaries must have, 
particularly the chief registrar, with £2,500 a-year. 

The details of the expenditure attending the various 
criminal jurisdictions of the country may be briefly sum- 
marised as follows :— 


Expenses of criminal prosecutions ... 
Sheriff's expenses... se ar a 
Office of examiners of criminal law circuits 
Payments to the clerks of the peace, and 

others, under the Criminal Justice Act 11,822 1 2 


A curious and expensive item is the stationery supplied 
to various courts, which is put down at £6,349 12s. 1d., of 
which sum the Court of Probate and Divorce consumes ap- 

ntly not less than £4,316 8s. 7d., an excess of consump- 
tion over the other courts which I am puzzled to account 


... £152,711 6 


6 
9,380 8 3 
3,913 12 5 


for. 

The legal expenses of the various public departments— 
viz., the Treasury, Home Office, War Department, Admi- 
salty, Board of Trade, Committee of Council on Education, 
Board of Works, Customs, Inland Revenue, Post Office, 
Woods and Forests, give a collective total of €105,315 8s. 7d. 
The legal advisers to these departments get very good 
salaries, as the solicitor to the Treasury, £2,000; solicitor 
tothe Customs, £2,000 ; solicitor to the Inland Revenue, 
£2,000; Home Office counsel, £2,000; solicitor to the 
Public Works, £1,800 ; solicitor to the Admiralty, £1,600 ; 
solicitor to the Post Office, £1,500. The adviser to the 
Board of Trade has the nondescript title of ‘‘legal 
assistant,”’ but he has the respectable salary of £1,000 per 
annum, Whatever that designation may mean. All these 
 pepeamaee no doubt ought to be, but are not, exclusively 
held by practising attorneys and solicitors. 

I may as well insert here the fees received by two high 
legal functionaries—the Attorney and Solicitor-General, 
_ the Patent Law Amendment of Act; they are as 
ollows :-— 


Attorney-General and clerk ... £5,093 6 0 
Solicitor-General and clerk 5,114 8 0 


and the patent clerk to the Attorney and Solicitor-General 
Teceives a compensation under the same Act, of £1,378. 

The payments on account of pensions and superannations 
will close the survey of the judicial expenditure of England. 
Some of these are included in the expenditure of the public 
departments last referred to, but the general list amounts to 
the large sum of £230,524 14s. 11d., a considerable propor- 
tion, however (£93,838 9s. 11d.), of this amount is made up 
of pensions payable in respect of the ecclesiastical and 
Prerogative courts alone. 

The grand total of all these various details of the judicial 
expenditure of the courts for England and Wales which I 
have, as briefly as possible, enumerated, swells up into the 
Prodigious sum of £1,731,344 7s. 2d. 

The expenditure in respect of Scotland and Ireland will be 
noticed in the briefest manner. 

The Scotch judicial system I need not say has scarcely any 

in common with our English organisation. 
¢ highest court—the Court of Session—is presided over 
‘by the Lord President, witha salary of  ... £4,800 0 0 

¢ Lord Justice clerk, with a salary of 4,500 0 0 
And eleven judges, each with salaries of 3,000 0 0 

Four clerks of court receive £1,000 a year each. The 
‘talaries of the other officials, of whom there is a pretty 
numerous staff, are generally much less. The total expen- 

of the court is entered at £63,154 16s. 

The Court of Justiciary is presided over by the Lord 
Advocate, with a salary of £2,387 10s., and the total expen- 
diture of the court is £18,811 7s. 5d. 

The Sherift’s Courts, which are most akin to our county 
‘courts, but with unlimited jurisdiction, except in relation to 
eal property, and which are, with that exception, the courts 





of the first instance for the country, have 4 officers—viz., 
sheriffs of counties, the more numerous sheriffs’ substitutes, 
the sheriffs’ clerks and procurators fiscal. 

The salaries of these functionaries are very much alike, 
and they runas high as £1,500 or even £2,000 in very im- 
portant places, and descend as low as £500, or even less in 
the more insignificant localities. 

In Glasgow there are no less than 4 sheriffs’ substitutes, 
yon salaries are respectively £1,400, £1,200, £900, and 

It may not be geeky known that writers to the Signet 
of 10 years’ standing are by law eligible to a seat in the 
highest court—the Court of Session, although now never 
appointed. The sheriffs’ substitutes, who are practically the 
judges of the first instance in Scotland, have been hitherto 
generally solicitors, but the bar are now gradually en- 
grossing these appointments also. 

The total cost of the Sheriff's Courts is, for salaries, 
£95,546 1s. 8d.; expenses, without any details of what 
such expenses consist, £25,109 6s. 

The item of £1,000 is also entered for what is called the 
Sheriff Court of Chancery, which appears to consist of 
sheriff and clerk, each having a salary of £500. 

TheCommissary Court of Edinburgh, the only other specific 
jurisdiction, is charged with an anuual expense for salaries 
and expenses of £1,300, The pensions, compensations, &., 
payable for Scotland, amount to the modest sum of 
£11,533 18s. 10d. only. 

There is no separate classification of criminal courts or 
their expenditure, and the judicature expenditure for the 
whole of Scotland is put at £230,391 16s. 

The judicial system in Ireland is cast in the same mould 
as the English ; I can only summarise the various divisions. 
The chancery expenditure appears to amount to 
£60,102 1s. 10d., the Lord Chancellor receiving £8,000, 
and the Lord Justice of the Court of Appeal, £1,000, in 
addition to a pension of £3,622 6s. 10d.; and the Master 
of the Rolls a salary of £3,969 2s. 7d. 

The three courts of common law have each a numerous 
staff of officials, as in the English courts, the chief justice 
of the Queen’s Bench receiving £5,074 9s, 4d., and the other 
two chiefs £4,612 18s. 8d. each. The puisne judges in each 
court receive the equally odd sum of £3,688 12s. 4d., the 
total expenditure being £105,329 2s. 

The novel but eminently successful Landed Estate Court, the 
peculiar judicial institution of Ireland, is presided over by 
three judges at salaries of £2,560 each, with a staff of sale 
clerks, examiners, accountants, &c., the entire annual expen- 
diture being £19,340. 

The Probate Court in Ireland costs £14,108 12s. 7d. ; the 
Court of Admiralty the small sum of £1,480 2s. 8d. ; and 
the Court of Bankruptcy £8,100. 

The law officers, including the important order of Crown 
solicitors, receive amongst them salaries amounting to 
£18,300 10s. 3d. 

Considering the unfortunate habit which Irishmen have 
of involving themselves in the meshes of the criminal law, 
the expenditure put down for criminal prosecutions, 
£18,180 8g. 11d. is not surprising. 

The pensions for Ireland amount to a very large sum, 
£63,064 12s. 1d., or about five times the amount payable for 
Scotland. 

The entire judicial expenditure for Ireland is calculated 
at £363,552 9s. 9d, 

The summary of the whole expenditure for the three 
kingdoms may therefore be stated as follows :—~ 


..£1,781,344 17 
230,391 16 
363,552 9 


Total ...£2,325,289 2 11 


Of course these figures are subject to annual fluctuations, 
but they are sufficiently permanent for all purposes of critical 
observation. 

The length to which the bare recital of these voluminous, 
and, I fear, most uninteresting, statistics, has extended, 
effectually prevents my enlarging upon then gt any 
length, and my comments will, therefore, be very few and 
short. One curious result I have discovered on consulting 
the last census returns, namely, that notwithstanding the 
different systems, so far, at least, as regards Scotland and 
the widely different circumstances of all the three kingdoms, 
the expenditure is in almost exact proportion to the popula- 


England... oa ase 
Scotland ate 
Treland 
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tion. The population of England and Wales is a fraction 
more than 70 per cent. of the population of the United 
Kingdom ; the annual expenditure is about 72 per cent. 
of the entire amount. 

The population of Scotland is rather more than 10 per 
cent. of the entire population of the United Kingdom. Its 
judicial expenditure is almost exactly in the proportion of 
10 per cent. 

The population of Ireland is 17 per cent. that of the 
United Kingdom, its judicial expenditure is about 16 per 
cent. 

It is a favourite and growing idea amongst some leading 
commercial reformers, that Scotch law is cheaper than 
English law, and that Scotland is freer from that excessive 
thraldom of attorneyism under which it is considered by 
them that Englishmen govern; but if we may, as I think 
we fairly may, judge of fhe general cost of legal proceedings 
by the expensiveness or otherwise of the judicial system 
governing them, we may draw a’ pretty legitimate inference 
that there is no foundation for assuming that law is a cheaper 
commodity north of the Tweed than it is south of that 
boundary line. 

But whether the Scotch system be or not as expensive as 
ours, it must be apparent to any careful student of the 
statistics to which I have now drawn attention, and more 
clearly from details which I could not bring with the neces- 
sary fulness before you, that the fusion of the two great 
divisions of our judicial system, Common Law and Equity, 
and the consolidation of our various courts into one High 
Court of Justice, with the consequent concentration of the 
now numerous and costly separate offices and staffs, would, as 
a question of national expenditure alone, be productive of an 
immense saving to the country, but I would guard myself 
from being supposed to advocate radical charges in our 
judicial system on the ground of expense alone. 

The administration of law and justice upon the very best 
possible system that can be devised, is of such paramount 
importance to the nation that nocheese-paring economy should 
be allowed to interfere with its development. ; 

It may be, although I don’t think it would be so, that the 

introduction of the reforms to which I have referred, and the 
establishment of local courts of first instance which must 
accompany them, whether on the foundations of the existing 
county courts or not, will altogether entail upon the country 
a greater national judicial expenditure than even the present 
complicated cumbrous and diffuse machinery; but there would 
‘be an unquestionable saving tofthe individual snitor, and this, 
I need not say, would be only one of the many advantages 
which he would derive from the new order of things. With 
regard to the question which wiil probably have arisen in 
the minds of some present, even from the meagre details 
which I have quoted,—viz., how far the officials in the 
various departments are overpaid, and also how far such 
departments are over-stocked with superfluousofficials, I 
‘have no doubt that Mr Vernon Harcourt will in the course 
-of his proposed investigations, criticise with sufficient severity, 
several of the departments to which I have referred, and on 
this point I shall probably carry the meeting with me in 
laying down as the proper principle upon which all 
these judicial staffs should be organised, that it is a false 
economy to stint thesalaries either of the heads of departments 
or their clerks, but that these should be so liberal as to attract 
the best men to the work; but, on the other hand, strict super- 
vision should be exercised that there are no mere orna- 
mental figure-heads receiving their £1,500 or £2,000 a-year 
for doing next to nothing, while the real work is done, as is 
the case at the present moment, in any number of public de- 
partments and offices in this country, by subordinates who 
only receive a few hundreds a-year. A fair day’s pay for a 
fair day’s work is a golden rule of the labour market, as 
applicable to the highest offieial in the highest department 
of the State, as it isto the meanest artisan or farm labourer; 
‘and to touch lastly upon the last item in the volumineus 
array of figures in the Blue Book with which I have 
-wearied you, the Pension List, a subject upon which there 
‘is as much ignorant impatience in the minds of the multitude 
as there is said to be of taxation, let us hope that Mr. V. 
Hareourt’s keen-edged reforming scythe will not cut that 
list down below a fair and even liberal limit. 

It is, of course, ed—and, no doubt, with some degree 
-of force—that public servants with good salaries should 
thereout lay by sufficient for their support when old age 
‘compels them to resign their posts, but my present hearers 
“know too well how difficult it is for professional men in 





these days to save at all, and as for fortunes, we must re- 
signedly leave the acquisition of them to the successful mer. 
chant, or manufacturer: andapart from the impolicy of having 
public work done by servants who are past their work which 
would be tho frequent result of the abolition of pensions, it 
does seem to me, I confess, a right and proper thing when 
a public servant, whether ermined judge or a simple clerk, 
has passed his best years in the faithful performance of his 
duty, that he should be able to look forward as a reward to 
a reasonable provision at the expense of the State in that old 
age when no man can work, 
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SECURITY FOR COSTS BY PLAINTIFFS 
WITHOUT. THE JURISDICTION. 
(From the Jrish Law Times.) 

Not without inducement the most coercive, should a re. 
straint be imposed upon the common law right of redress 
for an actionable grievance. Such a restraint, yet with an 
adequate raison d’etve, was prescribed by the enactment 
that enables a defendant to preclude a plaintiff, resident out 
of the jurisdiction, from enforcing his claims, unless upon 
the condition of giving security for costs. The alternative 
is one not always feasibly complied with, and, in many 
instances, the rule operates as a practical denial of justice, 
It is, indeed, notorions that bona fide actions for 
limited demands are frequently relinquished, that the 
transactions of trade are contracted, and that the 
credit-dealings of English and Scotch merchants and 
manufacturers with shop-keepers in this country are 
restricted, by reason of the obstruction so occasioned, 
Nevertheless, in the words of Lord Loughborough, “ if 
there is a general hardship affecting a general class of 
cases, it is a consideration for the Legislature, not for a 
court of justice ;” and, accordingly, our judges have been 
constrained to administer, however reluctantly, the law 
in its allotted scope, whilst, recognising its objectionable 
tendency, they have been astute in establishing exceptions 
and in defining special requirements. The Court of 
Exchequer, indeed, by exacting affidavits of merits indica- 
tive in detail of the nature of the alleged defence, has 
compassed as much as could be accomplished by but a 
single court to mitigate the obstructiveness of the ‘rule. 
Recently, in the Queen’s Bench, the Lord Chief Justice 
observed, that the Legislature apparently thought the 
forcing a man to give security for costs a considerable 
nuisance, because they carefully guarded it with the pro 
viso, that the defendant, before obtaining an order to that 
effect, should be put to make a satisfactory affidavit of 
merits. This proviso is, notwithstanding, practically nulli- 
fied by the use of the stereotyped forms, that still suffice to 
satisfy the Courts of Queen’s Bench and Common Pleas. 
We would respectfully submit that a uniformity of practice 
in this behalf, adopting that of the Exchequer, which bett 
accords with the spirit of the Act, would be eminently ex- 
pedient, and, at this juncture, peculiarly opportune. Indeed, 
in Ashworth v. White (vide 5 Ir. L. T. Reps, 189, in which 
case testimony is borne to the authority and accuracy of 
our reports). Fitzgerald, J., incidentally declared that the 
ime would appear to have arrived when the practice of 
obliging a party resident abroad to give security for costs, 
should even be swept away altogether. But, to this pro- 
position (which being extra-judicial it was deemed unneces- 
sary to report), we can only assent, sub modo. As the 
learned judge assigned no reasons for the view he advanced, 
we shall define the more at large those which actuate the 
opinion that we entertain. 

The mischief that the Legislature contemplated to 
counteract was the bringing of not frivolous, but prime 
facie unfounded actions, by parties resident without the 
jurisdiction, whose persons were beyond the reach of the 
process of arrest for costs. For our contention, it imports 
us to impress that it would,.therefore, be no answer to saJ, 
that the plaintiff was possessed ef property within the 
jurisdiction : Hichman v. Forde, 8 Ir. Jur. N.S. 133; Nagle 
v. Power, 1 Jones, 420. It was competent to him, notwitb- 
standing the statute 10th Car. 1, 2, 3, to defeat the 
execution-creditor by an intermediate disposition of bis 
goods (Byrne on Bills of Sale, 2nd ed. 57); bankruptcy 9 
insolvency might supervene, or the intervention of an a 
verse creditor might despoil the suitor of the fruition 
success, In default, therefore, of the remedy by imprisom 
ment, security for costs became a necessary protection. 
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Yow, we conoede that, in the words of Willis, C.J., ‘* when 

the nature of things changes, the rules of law must 

change also;”’ but is there anything, in the tenor of 

current legislation or otherwise, so to affect the principle 

on which the requirement of security for costs is 

bottomed ? The 33 & 34 Vict. 109, conduses to no 

such conclusion. It is comversant, not with unfounded, 

but with frivolous and speculative actions, and its 

operation is circumscribed in other particulars. Com- 

menting, in connexion with our subject, on the analogous 

provisions of the English statute, Bovill, C.J., observes :— 

“In many Cases, no doubt, the liability of an unsuccessful 

litigant to pay costs to his successful adversary works 
hardships ; but it is for the Legislature to provide a remedy, 

not for us. Indeed, the attention of the Legislature was 

called to the subject, at the time of the passing of the last 

County Court Act, 30 & 31 Vict. c. 142. The 10th section 
of that Act, however, does not preclude the plaintiff from 
enforcing his remedy if he fails to give security; it 
merely changes the tribunal:” Sykes v. Sykes, 17 

W. R. 799, L. R. 4 C. P. 647. No equivalent is substituted 
for the rule absolute for security ; and, in remitted 
actions, there is also the disadvantage, in respect of the 
recovery of costs, arising by reason of the Judgments’ 
Extension Act, 1868, not applying to the adjudications of the 
courts of quarter sessions. Moreover, defendants in actions, 
by plaintiffs out of the jurisdiction, would find considerable 
difficulty in availing themselves of the statute, since it has 
been decided that, where remitting such an action to a remote 
civil bill district would be productive of inconvenience to a 
plaintiff residing abroad, the action will not be remitted : Hall 
vy. Millar, 5 Ir. L. T. 28. For these considerations we submit 
that the 33 & 34 Vict. 109, presents no reason why a defen- 
dant should be debarred from obtaining security for costs in 
the superior courts. There remains then the 31 & 32 Vict. 
« 54, a statute to which our judges (notwithstanding the 
example of the English bench) have hitherto remissly omitted 
to give practical effect, by framing the requisite rules. By 
virtue of this Act judgments, whether obtained in England, 
Scotland, or Ireland, are rendered respectively effectual in each 
country; so that execution may be levied for costs on 
an Irish judgment, either in England or Scotland. It is 
not generally known that the English practice is, 
now, not to require security from Scotch or Irish 
plaintiffs, that practice having been settled by the case 
of Bell v. Tennant (circa, July 19, 1871), unappealed 
from, in which Master Gordon so decided, holding that, 
by force of this statute, all necessity for security had 
ceased, As that case is not reported, we shall merely 
discuss the given ratio decidendi. We submit that the 
exigency of security for costs, with especial regard to this 
country, has not abated, by reason of this statute, for the 
considerations following:—That the statute cannot affect the 
case of plaintiffs resident abroad, elsewhere than in England 
or Scotland. That it has been considered (whether rightly or 
otherwise) only to apply to judgments formally marked, and 
not to interlocutory orders for payments of costs, Garod v. 
Halliday, 4 Ir. L. Tr. 551; vide passim, Tupper v. Dawson, 
7Ir. Jur. N. S. 325; and that, as it only regards judgments 
for “ debt, damages, or costs,” it may be deemed inapplicable 
to judgments in detinue, ejectment, &c., though this may only 
affect plaintiffs. That the Act does not in terms repeal the 
previous enactment, although expressly providing that security 
shall not be necessary, unless on special grounds otherwise 
ordered, in any proceeding on the certificate; so, by tacit im- 
Plication, reserving the power of ordering security in the 
‘original action. That the power of arrest for debt still sub- 
‘sists in Ireland, while, since it is not co-extensive in England, 
defendant is yet unable to force a process there, which he 
might exert against a plaintiff resident here—this being, as we 
have evinced, the very rationale of the rule for security ; and, 
88 it would be no answer to show that the plaintiff is possessed 
of property here, so neither, for similar reasons, does it suffice 
to say that his property abroad is now available. Therefore 
dt is that we but accede to the position of Fitzgerald, J,, sud 
modo, With Lord Kenyon we confess that we “do not think 
that the Courts ought to change the law, so as to adapt it to 
the fashion of the times; if an alteration in the law be neces- 
sary, recourse must be had to the Legislature for it.” Imprimis, 
there needs such recourse, and the occasion for it has arrived, 
in respect of the modifications suggested by these remarks. 
Already, on the promised eve of emancipation from the law of 
Imprisonment from debt, it may be said, ‘locks, bolts and 
now fly asunder.” The consummation remains. Bu 








not until these changes shall have come to pass can we hold 
that the period will have indeed accrued when the power to 
enforce security for costs, in restraint though it be of the 
plaintiff's common law right of procedure, should be super- 
seded, cessante ratione legis cessat ipsa lex. 








LEGAL EDUCATION. 


Three months ago we commented on Sir Roundell Palmer's 
Law University scheme, and our adverse criticisms have 
been indorsed by the Inns of Court, by the law societies, 
and by many organs of public opinion. Sir Roundell 
Palmer, who is a very clever, very learned, and most hon- 
ourable man, has such a very good name that his utterances 
are well nigh law in the profession, and notably so in the 
House of Commons. Homer may nod, but Sir Roundell 
Palmer is infallible. If the Law University scheme had been 
the offspring of any other brain, it would have been stillborn, 


j and that it is opposed and ailing is proof positive of inherent 


unsoundness. 

Sir Roundell Palmer's excellent and masculine judgment 
is not betrayed by the respectful adulation of a great profes- 
sion and a listening Senate, and the learned gentleman seeks 
to conciliate opposition by moderating his pretensions. He 
gives up the title of university, and will be content to found 
a school of law. Moreover he does not ask that his school of 
law shall be the only school of law. At the Middle Temple 
he said :— 

“Tn our judgment it is essential that we should not only 
have examinations, but provide in the Central Law School 
as good a system of instruction as we possibly can give : but 
we do not consider it by any means essential that we should 
require everybody who is to pass the examination to receive 
his education and instruction from our professors and in the 
Central School of Law. It was never a part of our scheme 
to insist upon a monopoly of education, still less to confine 
to monopolists of legal education also the task of examining 
those whom they taught. My own individual view has 
never been that it would be expedient or desirable to en- 
deavour to get a monopoly of legal instruction for the cen- 
tral institution. Make it so good that people of their own 
accord will come to it for the sake of what they will learn 
there. Asa general rule, it is adverse to the success of an 
institution to give ita monopoly, It is no part of our plan, 
and I hope it will not become a part.” The learned gentle- 
man then noticed with satisfaction the establishment of law 
schools in the provinces, reading the paragraph from the re- 
port, and making the correction that at Manchester there 
are sixty students, and at Liverpool ninety-eight. 

We direct especial attention to the above quotation be- 
cause, as we shall presently show, it is a full reply to the 
demand for a central school of law. In his paternal anxiety 
to ward off a blow, Sir Roundell Palmer inflicts on his ban- 
tling a coup de grdce. But the learned gentleman wil! yet 
ride his gigantic hobby, and proposes to move a series of re- 
solutions inthe House of Commons. That being so, we shall 
briefly state our objections to the scheme. 

No fault is found with the present system of legal educa- 
tion, so far as the practice of the law is concerned. The 
public are content with their solicitors, the judges are con- 
tent with the bar, and no one either at home or avroad 
asserts that the English Judicature is incapable’ of properly 
expounding and administering the law of England. In the 
United States, for instance, the judges treat English judicial 
decisions almost as if they were authoritative in America. 
Our solicitors have to pass a stiff examination before they 
are admitted, and on every difficult point they consult 
counsel. No man can get business at the bar unless he gives 
proof of ability, and no barrister is promoted to the bench 
in England until success at the bar bears witness to his 
learning and capacity. The one weak point in the system is 
this : There are so many inferior judicial appointments that 
men unknown in Westminster Hall are selected. Now the 
judges of inferior courts ought to be men of knowledge and 
talent, because, unlike the jrdees of the superior courts, they 
have not the assistance of counsel. Under these circum- 
stances, it seems desirable that there should be an examina- 
tion before the de of barrister-at-law is conferred. Well, 
the Inner Tem ee Gercers have just instituted a bar 


examination, and no doubt their example will be followed 
by the other Inns of Court. We are not surprised that Sir 
R. Palmer is unfriendly to this movement, since it deprives 
him of the best plea for his school of law, 











168 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Dec.30, 1871, 





——$_——___. 





_ The avowed objects of the proposed school of law are to 
‘improve the education of lawyers, to spread the knowledge 
of law, and in the end to improve the law itself and make 
itascience. Will it be regarded as an unpardonable pre- 
‘sumption if we suggest that the severe condemnation of the 
English law is not deserved? Law, politics, and medicine 
are not positive sciences. Legal, political, and medical 
systems can only be judged by their fruits. Do the laws 
of England and their administration satisfy the people? The 
answer must be in the affirmative, since the sole complaint 
is the delay in hearing appeals. It is not alleged that the 
laws are unjust in themselves, or that they are wrongfully 
administered. By all means improve our legal system, but 
meanwhile we should be just to the existing system. What 
‘is meant by a science of law is the law digested and codi- 
fied, so that the elements of law, like the elements of 
geometry, might be compressed in a single volume, and 
learnt by rote. We do not believe in the expediency or 
indeed in the possibility of codifivation. Society changes 
and the laws change, if not in their principles, at least in 
their interpretation, construction, and application. The 
great merit of the English common law, and we may add, 
of the equity law, is its exceeding flexibility. That, too, 
was the conspicuous merit of the Roman law. It adapted 
itself not only to all sorts of nationalities, but also to the 
varying phases of Roman society. If Rome had flourished 
for another 600 years, and at the end of that time another 
-Justinian had bequeathed another Book of Institutes, the 
latter system of Roman law would doubtless have been far 
more applicable to the exigencies of modern society than 
the existing Roman law. And here it is worth while to 
observe that the education of the Roman lawyer was pari 
_passu very analogous to the education of the English 
lawyer. The study of law was part of a liberal education, 
but the special knowledge of the lawyer was acquired by 
private tuition and practice. ; 
We are not fettered by the doctrine of finality. We are 
thankful that in respect to Jaw and lawyers we are as we are, 
‘but we are not the less zealous for improvement. Our lawyers 
might be, and therefore ought to be, better educated. “But 
for that desirable consummation a central school of law is 
not indispensable. Sir Roundell Palmer will not make 
attendance thereat compulsory, but he insists upon an ex- 
amination as a condition precedent to admission to the pro- 
fession. Then let us havea board of examiners, and let the 
examination be eomprehensive and searching. Schools, 
colleges, universities, law societies, Inns of Court, and private 
tutors will take care that the men are prepared for the ordeal. 
Since an examination and not attendance at a school of law 
is to be the test of fitness for practice as a lawyer, it is 
manifest that a law university or a central school of law is 
not a sine qua non. 

_ We heartily agree with Sir Roundell Palmer that the 
history and principles of law should be a branch of general 
‘education. No subject, not even languages or matheinatics, 
will more readily develop the reasoning faculty ; and then 
the knowledge of law is of direct practical advantage. But 
a central school of law ‘will hinder instead of aiding this 
object. Only a small minority of Englishmen would be 
able after leaving school or college to attend the school of 
law. The natural and the efficacious plan is to make law a 
branch of edncation at schools, colleges, and universities. 
No degree ought to be conferred unless the undergraduate 
has passed an examination in law; id est, an examination in 
Jaw should be as compulsory as are the examinations in 
classics and mathematics. If Sir Roundell Palmer will 
propound some such practical scheme he will have the 
‘support of the profession, the Inns of Court, the law 
societies, the general public, and Parliament. The Inns of 
‘Court and the law societies will voluntarily and largely con- 
tribute to the cost of the law professorships at the universi- 
ties, Let law be made a usual branch of education, and a 
proper examination be established as a test of fitness for the 
practice of the law, and then the objects which Sir Roundell 
Palmer has in view will be attained. May we indulge in 
the hope that Sir Roundell will reconsider his scheme? A 
man of his reputation can afford to confess that he is wiser 
to-day than he was yesterday, and he is too high-minded to 
‘conceal a change of opinion. But if Sir Roundell perseveres 
owe believe that he will fail, in spite of his vast influence, for 
the cannot show that a law university is necessary, or that it 
evill be beneficial. —School Board Chronicle. 
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FREE TRADE IN LAW. 


Ten years ago it seemed probable that the practice 
of the law would soon be open to every one, without re. 
gard to capacity or acquirements. The framers of the 
New York constitution of 1846 inserted in that in. 
strument a provision designed to take from tho Legis. 
lature and the courts all power of making effective 
general rules with regard to admission to the bar. The de. 
claration that ‘any male citizen of the age of twenty-ong 
years, of good moral character, and who possesses the requi- 
site qualifications of learning and ability, shall be entitled 
to practice in all the courts of this State,” theoretically per. 
mitted all intelligent men to enter the profession. It wag 
intended to do even more than this—that is, to allow every 
man who wished to set up a law office. The popular im- 
pression of that day was, that the lawyers were a privileged 
class. And there was some grounds for this impres. 
sion. Almost all the public offices were filled by mem. 
bers of the bar. They were exempt from jury duty, 
and, practically, from service in the militia and from 
civil arrest. They seemed to do little labour for large 
pay, and their business was secure from the dangers of a 
commercial crisis. It is not surprising that those who fol. 
lowed other callings believed that a position at the bar was 
an open sesame to honour and wealth, and that they re- 
garded with jealousy the existence of certain rules and 
customs which rendered the attainment of that position 
difficult. ‘The most obnoxious rule, under the old system, 
was the one which made a long apprenticeship essential for 
admission to the bar. ‘This rule, in effect, excluded the 
great body of the people,as the time required was greater 
than could be afforded by one compelled to earn his own 
livelihood. Seven years were necessary to educate the 
lawyer, and though a concession was made to graduates of 
colleges by allowing the time passed in college to count as 
part of the needed years, this concession probably tended 
to make the rule, if anything, more unpopular. ‘hen the 
requirement could not be evaded, as the time must be spent, 
and it was not easy or profitable for the candidate to mislead 
the Court coneerning that matter. 

The popular sentiment at last found expression in the 
fundamental law, but it was found that the way had not be. 
come entirely smooth inasmuch as the courts, though no 
longer permitted to insist upon a term of clerkship, estab- 
lished a standard of intelligence and qualifications which 
could be obtained to only through the instruction and disci- 
pline of a clerkship of some length. The legislature of i847 
undertook to take away this last barrier against indiscrimi- 
nate admission, by providing that ‘‘any person of good 
moral character, although not admitted as an attorney, 
may prosecute or defend a suit for any other person, pro- 
vided he is specially authorised for that purpose by the 
party for whom he appears in writing, or by personal nomi- 
nation in open court.” But this Act was declared unconsti- 
tutional by Mr. Justice Edwards in the first, and Mr. 
Justice Willard in the fourth, district, and no attempt has 
since been made to take advantage of it. 

But the public sentiment exerted itself in other ways. 
The Court could determine the qualifications, ability, and 
learning only by examination of the candidate, and this exa- 
mination was necessarily brief and cursory. Whether made 
by the Court or by examiners, it has usually occupied only 
a few hours, no matter how large a number presented them- 
selves for examination at the specified time. Nothing 
but a vague and uncertain estimate could be made con- 
cerning any individual, and the examiners, not wishing t 
do injury, gave each applicant the benefit of any doubts they 
might have concerning his claims for admission. This 
slackness enabled many who were notoriously unqualified to 
pass the ordeal, which at length came to be regarded as# 
mere technical igen | that the most stupid and ignorant 
need not fear. Now and then an examining committee, with 


a desire to put a stop to indiscriminate admissions, would 


recommend the rejection of a large proportion of the class 
brought before them, but this proceeding had only a tem 
porary effect, as most of the rejected ones usually camé 
through by the next committee. Then it grew to be 1% 
unusual to admit upon motion, and this in cases where the 
applicant was known to be unable to pass a satisfactory 
examination. 

This ease of access has, of course, done great injury 
the bar, both in character and reputation. Great num 
of uneducated men have entered. Thus the average cu 
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ture of the profession is lowered. Very many becom 
sttorneys in order to profit by chicanery and trick. These 
jnjare the moral character of the bar, and destroy its good 

e. The result, however, which has been most keenly 
felt, especially in the city of New York, is that arising from 
over-competition. Thousands have taken up the law as a 
means of livelihood, spent as short a time as possible in 
preparation, and, immediately upon admission, opened for 
business. ‘The metropolis is a rich field tor the lawyer; so 
those desiring fame and profit are apt to go there. It is said 
that upwards of three thousand attorneys hold forth for busi- 
ness in New York city. What the amount of professional 
receipts may be we do not understand. It is stated, however, 
that considerably over half the paying business is done by 
one hundred and fifty persons, and probably one thousand 
do four-fifths of all. The great majority, then, of the 
lawyers in the city must derive from their profession only a 
meagre income. 

That the profession, as a whole, dows not occupy, in this 
State, the position held by it twenty-five years ago, is appa- 
rent to every one. Some have attributed this circumstance 
tothe adoption of a code of procedure; others to the estab- 
lishment of an elective judiciary. That each of these has 
had considerable influence we cannot doubt; but the chief 
cause of the social and political decline of the legal guild 
will, we are confident, be found in that mass of incompe- 
tence and ignorance which has crowded into every depart- 
ment of practice. It may be urged that the bar in England 
isin the same condition as ours, filled to overflowing, and 
containing many persons of small ability and learning. This 
is true as to the dar there, but the dar in England get only 
asmall share of legal business, and even that comes through 
the hands of attorneys. The whole profession does not 
materially suffer from the facility of entrance to a single 
department. But with us, where all distinctions are merged, 
uimission to the bar of a multitude of improper persons 
affects injuriously every lawyer. 

The constitutional convention of 1867, by their amended 
judiciary article, designed to allow a restoration of something 
like the ancient system, and the Legislature and courts have 
swconded such design, by requiring, in addition to the usual 
examination, a preliminary clerkship or course of study. 
While an apparent discrimination, by the statute, in respect 
to certain law schools, has raised a cry about favouritism, 
the profession generally seem to be well pleased with the 
change. It is perhaps too early to feel the effects of such 
change, but we have little question that, if the bench and 
bar use the means now in their power for the exclusion of 
improper persons from the practice of law, the iegal profes- 
tion will, in a few years, regain its old positien.—Albany 
Law Journal. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


OF GENTLEMEN WHO PASSED THE 
FINAL EXAMINATION. 
Michaelmas Term, 1871. 
Avory, Henry Kemp Cummins, James John 
Baker, Frederick Arnold Cunliffe, Robert Ellis 
Baker, George Cutliffe, George, jun. 
Barker, Wm. Redhead Edmd. Dawson, James William 
Bartlett, Onesimus Smart Dean, Charles Frederick 
Baty, Isaac, jun. Draper, Hastings Carter 
Behrend, Samuel Hesse Ellison, George Henry 
Bell, Herbert Booth Evans, Frank 
Bell, Matthew Fearmery, George Couttas 
Beyfus, Alfred Field, Henry 
Binney, Arthur John Fortescue, John Smyth 
en, Goorge Mosley Goode, Henry Thomas 
Bond, Edmund Lowry Graham, Robert Philip 
Boyce, Hubert Edward Grain, Henry, B.A. & LL.B. 
Bradshaw, Robert Bateson Greaves, John Brook 
Dixon Greaves, William 
Braithwaite, Stephen Nelson Gwyther, Julian 
remner, Rupert Stanley Hamel, Lanzel Victor 
Edmund Pearse Haynes, Edmund Child, B.A. 
n, James Keighley Haynes, John 
» Edward Henderson, William 
Cama, rar ae Cursetjee | Hobson, Frederick George 
Capes, John Fredk. Joseph © Hogarth, Leonard Edward 
pman, Sidney Lascelles 
Church, William Holland, William Tew 


NAMES 





Shires, Benjamin Arthur 
Smith, George Edwin 
Sowton, James Wynne 
Springthorpe, John Thomas. 
Stananought,. Joseph 
Steinberg, George Herbert 
Stephenson, Alfred 

Stevens, Charles Edward 
Style, Sydney 

Tatham, Algernon 

Taylor, George Bernard 
Taylor, Thomas Edward 
Taynton, Thomas Charles. 

Rickhuss 

Terrell, Francis Arnold Halb 
Ticehurst, Frederic 

Ticle, Japeth 

Tiddeman, Henry Thomas 
Tidswell, Alfred Phillips. 
Tilley, James 

Travers, Francis 
Turberville, David Bevan 
Turner, Edward Francis 
Turner, Walter 
Upton, Francis Archer,. B.A. 
Walker, Frederick 
Wall, William Henry 
Watson, George Newby 
Watts, Francis 
Weatherhead, Samuel 
Weed,. William 
Westmacott, George Firedk. 
Westwood, Edward, jun. 
Whitehead, Walter 
Williams, John Mason, LL.B.. 
Wilson, Charles 
Witherington, Duncan Hy. 
Wood, Frederick 

Wood, William 

Woodward, Thomas Fredk. 
Wright, James Thomas 
Yetts, Charles Muskett 


Huish, Francis Darwin 

Johnsop, Henry Fielder 

Jones, John Edward 

Khan, Mirza Hoosein 

Kennedy, Edward 

Killey, Zaccheus Roberts 

Kinch, William 

Landon, Edward Palmer 

Lay, George William 

Mann, Frederick James 

Marsh, William 

Masser, Sylvester Richard 

May, Henry Parrott 

Mellor, Robert 

Miller, John, jun. 

Mowll, Edward Worsfield 

Murphy, Francis 

Nalder, George Bellamy 

Nurse, Bernard 

Oatway, Lewis John 

Osborn, Richard Rebinson 

Paitson, John Lawrence 

Palmer, Thomas 

Parkes, John Wood 

Peile, Arthur Edward 

Peterson, Edward Whittred 
Illtyd_. 

Pocock, Noel Lewis 

Price, Richard 

Rawson, Benjamin Curren 

Rawson, John 

Rayson, Ziba 

Redpath, William Syme 

Rhodes, Godfrey 

Rhodes, John Charles 

Rickardson, William Edward 

Roberts, Edward Philip 

Roberts, Richard 

Rooke, Ernest Wallace 

Rowland, Frederick Arthur 
Alexander 

Rowlatt, George 

Saunders, Herbert 








The Court of Common Council have passed a: resolution 
increasing the salary of Mr. T: J. Nelson, city solicitor, 
from £1,250 to £1,800 per annum. 

Mr. John Henry Biddles, a solicitor, of Southampton 
buildings, Holborn, was charged at the Wandsworth police- 
court, last week, with travelling on the South-Western 
Railway without having previously obtained a ticket, with 
intent to defraud. The defendant was watched at the 
Waterloo station, and seen to leave for Wimbledon without 
having taken a ticket. He was followed to Wimbledon: 
station, where he alighted. He did not give up any ticket, 
but as he passed out he said ‘“‘season,” at the same time 
putting his hand in his pocket. The collector was called, 
and said he always thought the defendant was a season- 
ticket holder. Mr. Harington inflicted the full penalty of 
40s., and 7s. costs, with the alternative of one month’s im- 
prisonment. There was a second summons against the de- 
fendant for delivering up an old ticket, but at his request it 
was adjourned.— Pali Mall Gazette. 


The Earl of Ellenborough, G.C.B., formerly Governor 
General of India, &c., died on the 22nd of December, at the- 
advanced age of eighty-two years. His.Lordship was the 
eldest son of Sir Sedward Law, who became Attorney- 
General in 1801 (when he received the customary honour of 
knighthood), and in the following year succeeded Lord 
Kenyon as Lord Chief Justice of the Court of King’s Bench. 
when (on the 19th of April,1802) he was elevated to the 
peerage as Baron Ellenborough, of Ellenborough, in the 
county of Cumberland. The deceased earl had for many years 
enjoyed a pension of £7,700 per annum, ascompensation for 
having been deprived by abolition of the office of Chief Clerk 
of the Coart of King’s Bench, to which his father had ap- 
pointed him during his tenure of the office of Chief Justice. 
He is succeeded as third Baron Ellenborough (the earldom 
becoming extinct) by his nephew, Colonel Charles Edmund 
Law, only surviving son of the late Charles Ewan Law, Esq., 
Q.C., Recorder of the City of London, and. M\P. for the 
University of Cambridge. 
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COURT 


PAPERS. 


COURT OF 


CHANCERY. 


Srrrincs 1n Hmary Term, 1872. 


LORD CHANCELLOR. 
Lincoln’s Inn, 


Thurs., Jan. 11.. Appeals. 

Friday .... a .. App. mtns. & apps. 
Monday .... 

Tuesday 2.2.16} APPeals. 
Wednesday .17..Petns. and apps. 
Thursday ..18..Appeals. 

Friday ....19..App. mtns. & apps. 
Monday ....22 
Tuesday ....23 
Wednesday..24 
Thursday ..25 
Friday......26..App.mtns.& apps. 
Monday ....29 

Fw ll **30 | Appeals. 


Wednesday .31 { App mins., petns, 


Appeals. 


LORDS JUSTICES. 
Lincoln’s Inn. 


Thurs., Jan. 11..Bkt. apps.,& apps. 

Friday......12..- App. mtns. & apps. 
Petns. in lunacy, 

Saturday ..134 app. petns,, & 
(appeals. 


Monday ....15 

Tuesday....16 ¢ Appeals. 
Wednesday.".17 

Thursday ..18..Bkt. apps. & apps. 
Friday ....19..App.mtns. & apps. 


Petns. in lunacy, | 


Saturday ..20japp. petitions, & 
appeals, 
Monday ....22..Appeals. 
Apps. from the 
County Palatine of 
Lancaster, Apps. 
from the Stannar- 
ies Courts, & apps. 
Wednesday .24..Appeals. 
Thursday ..25..Bkt. apps & apps. 
Friday, ....26..App. mtns, & apps, 
Petns. in lunacy, 
Saturday ..27 appeal petitions, & 


‘ appeals, 

fonday ..+.29 

Tuesday wee Appeals. 
Wednesday .31..App. mtns.& apps. 


Tuesday ....23 


MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 
Chancery-lane. 


Thurs., Jan. 11..Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday......12..General paper. 
. Petns., sht. causes, 
Saturday ..13< adj. sums., and 
general paper. 
Monday ....15 
Tuesday ....16 
Wednesday 17 
Thursday ..18..Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday......19..General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 
Saturday ..20{ adj. sums., and 
general paper. 


General paper. 


Monday ....22 

Tuesday ....23 ? General paper. 

Wednesday .24 

Thursday ..25,.Mtns. & gen. pa. 

Friday......26..General paper. 
Petns., sht. causes, 

Saturday ..27{adj. sums., and 
general paper. 


Tuesday «. 30} General paper. 
Wednesday..31.. Mtns. & gen. pa. 


V.C. Sin RICHARD MALINS. 
Lincoln’s Inn. 


Thurs., Jan. 11..Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday.e«....12. rag & gen. 7 

t. causes, aij. 
Saturday ..13 sums., & gen. pi. 
Monday ....15 


Tuesday .... st General paper. 
Wednesday. .17 

Thursday ..18..Mtns, & gen. pap. 
Friday ....19..Petns. & gen. pa. 


Saturday ..20 pool soma Ma 
Monday ....22 


Tuesday... ‘a General paper. 

Wednesday .24 

Thursday ..25..Mtns. & gen. pi. 

Friday ....26..Petns. & gen. pa. 
Sht. causes, adj. 

Saturday ..27 toads gen. pa. 

Monday ....29 


Tuesday ....30 } General paper. 
Wednesday .31.,.Mtns. & gen. pa. 


V. C. Str JAMES BACON, 
Lincoln’s Inn. 


Thurs., Jan, 11..Mtns. & adj. sums. 
Friday aah iy paper. 

8. sht. caus. 
Saturday ..13 { & general paper. 9 
Monday ....15..In Bankrupicy. 


| 
| 
| Tuesday ....16 
Wednesday «17 { General paper. 
Thursday ..18..Mtns. & adj. sums, 
Friday....9, peeeeeet paper, 
etns., sht. caus, 
Saturday ..20 { yore Ne wage 
se ner sone Bankruptcy. 
uesday .... 
| Wednesday bat General paper. 
| Thursday .-25..Mtns. & adj. sums, 
| Friday a 
S., sht. caus, 
Saturday ..27 {& general paper. . 
Monday ....29..In Bankruptcy. 
| Tuesday ....30..General paper. 
| Wednesday .31.,Mtns, & adj. sums. 





V.C, Sin JOHN WICKENS. 
Lincoln’s Inn. 


| Thurs., Jan,11..Mtns. ? 12 pa. 
| etaaw \. + sums, 
Friday..+o+12 { & getera peer. 

t. causes, adj. 
Saturday ..13 sums., & gen. pa. 
Monday ....15 


Tuesday....16 > General paper. 
| Wednesday .17 
Thursday ..18..Mtns. & gen. pa. 


Friday ...219 Pets., adj. sums., 





She. camt., adj 

i - caus. lo 

| Saturday 220 sums.,& gen. pa. 

| Monday ....22 

| Tuesday....23 > General paper. 

| Wednesday .24 

Thursday ..25..Motions As gen. pa. 
tns., adj. sums. 

Friday......26 { ten. pa “ , 

| it. caus. . 

| Saturday ..27 sums., & gen. pa. 

Monday ... 


| Tuesday .. 3} General paper. 
Wednesday .31..Mtns. & gen. pa, 


The days (if any) on which the Lords Justices shal! be engaged in the 
Full Court or at the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, are ex- 
cepted. 

At the Rolls, unopposed petitions must be presented and copies left with 
the Secretary,on or before the Thursday preceding the Saturday on 
which it is intended they should be heard; and any causes in- 
tended to be heard as short causes must be so marked at least one 
clear day before the same can be put in the paper to be so heard, 

Any causes intended to be heard as short causes before either of the 
Vice-Chancellors must be so marked at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so heard. 

In Vice-Chancellor Wickens’ Court no cause, motion for decree, 
or further consideration, except by order of the Court, may be 
marked to stand over if it be within twelve of the last cause or matter 
in the printed paper of the day for hearing. 





QUEEN’S BENCH. 
Sittings at Nisi Prius in Middlesex and London, 
In TERM. 
Middlesex, 


Friday .................d0an. 12 | Tuesday ...............dan, 
PAM. 4: cabsesesenxengnit eg isl ; “< 


There will not be any sittings during Term in London, 
AFTER TERM, 


Middlesex. London. 


Thursday ....00.........Feb. 1 | Thursday ......... 


COMMON PLEAS. 
Sittings at Nisi Prius in Middlesex and London. 
In Term. 
Middlesex, 
Friday Jan. 12 | Tuesday ........0.......-.0am. 8 
Tuesday paninneunecy ) ae 
The Court will not sit in London during Term. 
AFTER TERM. 
Middlesex. | 
Thursday .............Feb. 1 | Thursday 


London. 
soseseoek eb, 15 


EXCHEQUER. 
Sittings at Nisi Prius in Middlesex and London. 
In TERM. 
Middlesex. 
Friday  .......sscesseoodaMe 12 | Tuesday ..ccoccoessed an, 23 
PEUONAAY, <casosncessoease ios, 20 
The Court will not sit in London during Term. 
AFTER TERM. 
Middlesex. London. 
Thursday ...............Feb. 1 | Thursday ...............Feb. 15 
The Court will sit in Middlesex in Term, by adjournment 
from day to day until the Causes entered for the respective 
Middlesex sittings are disposed of. 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 
Last Quorartron, Dec. 29, 1871. 

From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted, 
8 per Cent, Consols, 923 x d Annuities, April, ’85 
Ditto for Account, Jan. 4, 924 xd} Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 92} Ex Bills, 21000, — per Ct.4p @ 
New 3 per Cent., 92} Ditto, £500, Do —4pm 
Do. 3 perCent., Jan, 794 Ditto, 2100 & £200, —4pm 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 94 Bank of England Stook, 4} per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. "13 Ct. (last half-year) 240 
Annuities,Jan.’80— Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 

(ndia Stk.,10}pCt.Apr.’74,206 | Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC., Jan.’72 91) 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 5g per Cent., May, ’79 10} 
Ditto 5 per Cent. July,’80 111 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account,— April,’64— 

Ditto74 per Ceat., Oct. °88 1054 Do.Do ,5 per Cent., Aug. '73 10% 
Ditto, ditto,Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 por Ct., £1000 22 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4per Cent. 964! Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 25pm 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. 





Bristol and Exeter ......scocressssereserserseess 
Caledonian.....e scores rss seoreeceevees 
Glasgow and South-Western .., 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock .,., 
Great Northern .. oon 
Do., AStock* ...... 
Great Southern and Western 
Great Western—Original ......cc0se0--ss000re 
Lancashire and Yorkshire 
London, Brighton, and South Coast...... 
London,Chatham, and Dover...... 
London and North-Western.... 
London and South-Western .,.., 
tock Manchester ,Shoteld,and Lincoln... 
Do., Birmingham andDerby , 
NOrth British cescssossesssssseessereessesseoee 
North London sue 
North Staffordshire...... 2. 
South Devon 
South-Eastern 
Stock) Taff Vale sodengbanasnace 


* A receives uo dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 





eaeeee 






































Thurs 
Att 


‘Dee. 30,1871. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


171 








—— 


Monny Mapxet AnD City INTRELLIGENCR. 
{here is little to record as to the state of the markets this 
week. Monday and Tuesday were holidays, and the subse- 
uent days present no new feature except the remarkable 
jemand for railway stock, which increases as the time for 
the payment of the January dividends approaches. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Harp Ek—On Christmas-day, at Hatton-house, Cheshunt, the 
wife of Mr. Thomas Etheridge Harper, solicitor, of a son. 
lzwis—On Dec. 26, at Dover, the wite of Thomas Lewis, soli- 
citor, of a daughter. 
MonckToN—On the 24th inst., at East Moulsey, Surrey, the 
wife of Edward P. Monckton, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a 





son. 
PinckNEV—On Dec. 23, at The Chestnuts, Lansdown, Bath, 
the wife of Erlysman Pinckney, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a 


son. 
Rorrpy—On the 17th inst., at 10, Woodlands-terrace, Black- 
heath, the wife of Thomas William Roffey, of a son. 


MARRIAGES. 


§ruRGE—STURGE—On Dec. 27, at Charlbury, Oxfordshire, 
Lewis Joseph Sturge, of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, 
to Margaret, the youngest daughter of Edmund Sturge, of 
Charlbury. 

DEATAS, 

Czanns—On the 24th inst., at South agg Amy Lucy 
Woodhouse, wife of FE. P. Cearns, Esq., aged 27. 

GrirritH—On the 23rd inst., at Tenterfield, Forest-hill, Ed- 
ward Clavey Griffith, of 34, Bedford-row. 

MayEr—On the 24th inst., at St. Catherine’s Priory House, 
Gloucester, Samuel Mayer, Esq., solicitor, for 27 years Clerk 
to the Board of Guardians of the Gloucester Union, in his 
62nd year. 

TezvaN—On the 27th inst., at 30, Chesham-street, Belgrave- 
square, John Watton Teevan, Esq., barrister-at-law, B.A., 

ed 32. 

iene~Oe Dec. 22, Mr. Lewis Walter Williams, soli- 
citor, of 21, Burton-road, Brixton, and 1, Walbrook-build- 
ings, City, aged 61. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Fripay, Dec 22, 1871. 
Thurstans, John Fredk, & Bernard Talbot Cartwright, Wolverhampton, 
Attorneys and Solicitors. Dec 18 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
FripaY, Dec. 22, 187i. 
LIMITED 1n CHANCERY. 

La Mancha Irrigation and Land Company (Limited).—Vice-Chan- 
cellor Malins has, by an order dated Nov 28, appointed Richd 
Wyatt, 61, Moorgate-st, to be official liquidator. Creditors are 
required, on or before Jan 31, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, tothe above. Tuesday, Feb 
20, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
claims. 

Tuxspay, Dec. 26, 1871. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY, 

St Ives and West Cornwall Junction Railway Company.— Vice Chancellor 
Malina has, by an order dated Dec 15, ordered that the above com- 
pany be wound up by the court. Heather & Co, Paternoster-row, soli- 
citors for the petitioner. 

LimiTep In CHANCERY. 

Continental Wine Company (Limited),—Vice-Chancellor Malins has, by 
an order dated Nov 7, appointed Sam] Dyer Nix, 3, King-st, Cheap- 
side, to be official liquidator. 

George Hotel, Bangor, Company (Limited).—The Master of the Rolls 
has, by an order dated Dec 16, ordered that the above company be 
wound up by this court ; and has fixed Monday, Jan 8, at 12, for the 
appointment of an official liquidator. Merediths & Co., New-sq, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; agents for Helps & Co, Chester, solicitors for the 
petitioner. 

STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 
Tuxrspay, Dec. 26, 1871. 

Harmony and Montague Tin and Copper Mining Company (Limited). — 
The Vice Warden has, by an order dated Dec 21, ordered that the 
above company be wound up by the court. Hodge & Co, Truro. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 

Last Day of Proof. 

Faipay Dec. 22, 1871. 
Ayre, Chris, Westbourne-pk-rd, Bayswater, Gent. 

Ayre, M.R, Harris, Chancery-lane 
vies, Evan, Swansea. Jan 15. Duncan » Davies, V.C. Malins. 
r & Co, Swansea 
Emsley, Saml, Norfolk-st, Whitechapel, Shoe Manufacturer. Jan 11. 
} me tA eee V.C. Wickens. Ratcliff & Son, St Michael’s-alley, 
orn! 


Feb 14. Ayre v 





Evans, David, Broad Green, Lancashire, Coach Builder. Jan 16. Evans 
v Shewell. District Registrar, Lpoo 

Moreton, Sam! Holland, Lpool, Attorney-at-law. Jan 17. Moreton v 
Alcock, M.R. Copeman, Lpoo 

Radloff, Otto Hy Martin, Cleveland-st, Mile End-rd. Jan 16. M.R. 
Pullen, Cloisters, Temple 

Stanley, Edw4, Harlesden, Middlesex. Jan3l. Birdsey v Stanley, V.C. 
Wickens. Appleyard, New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn 

Taylor, Silas, Leighton-rd, Kentish Town. Jan3l. Sewell » Ransford, 
V.C. Wickens. Burton & Co, Chancery-lane 

Upham, Sam], Morning-lane, Hackney. Jan 15. Upham v Crook, V.C. 
Malins. Godwin, North-bidgs, Finsbury 

Watkins, Jas, Eardisley, Hereford, Publican. Jan 31, 
Watkins, V.C. Wickens. Humfrys & Son, Hereford 

Williamson, John Wilkins, Putney, Surrey, Esq. Jan 20. Innes v 
Williamson, V.C. Bacon, Freshfield, Bank-buildings 


Watkins 2 


NEXT OF KIN, 
bg om Joseph, jun, Belfast, Ireland. March 7, V.C. Wickens. Re 
ando 


Bewley, John, Tyssen Villa, Kingsland-rd, Gent. Jan 9. Harding v 


Tucker, M.R. 
TugspaY, Dec. 26, 1871. 

Charitable institutions claiming to be those intended in the residuary be- 
quest contained in the will of Mary Caroline Barryma, Stoke Damerel, 
Devon, Spinster. Feb 1. Goulding v Gard. Gard, Devonport 

Griffiths, Philip, Newport, Monmouth, Plasterer. Jan 14. Reese o 
Griffiths, M.R. Lioyd, Newport 

All persons claiming to be incumbrancers upon the leasehold premises, 
87, Addison-rd, Kensington, & Nos. 19 & 20, Warwick-pl, Warwick- 
rd, formerly Nos 19 & 20, Warwick-rd, Kensington, late the property 
of Jas Hall, Builder. Jan 13. Webber v Hart, M.R. 

Masson,!Joseph Wilfrid Antoine Raymond, Langford-pl, St John’s Wood, 
March 1. Stevenson » Masson, V.C. Bacon. Monckton & Monckton. 
Raymond-bidgs, Gray’s-inn 

Miller, Jane, Bolton, York, Widow. Jan 3]. Staley w Staley, V.C. 
Wickens. Peel, Bradford 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripar, Deo. 22, 1871. 
Boucher, John, Wheatenhurst, Gl er, Woolstapler. Feb 29. Spire, 


Strow 

Clarke, John, Bedford-st, Covent-garden, Esq. Jan 31. Wood rooffe, 
New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn 

Eames, Wm Kirk, Knighton. Jan 25. Toller, Leicester 

Hillman, Robt, Lyme Regis, Dorset, Solicitor, Feb 20. Sharpe, 
Manor-rd, Stamiord-hill 

Hiscock, Geo, New Church-st, St Marylebone, Cheesemonger. Feb 1. 
Cockle, Hare-ct, Temple 

Jacobs, Wm, Cowper-rd, South Hornsey, Gent. Jan 31. 
Furnival’s-inn 

Jane, Mary. Bristol, Spinster. Jan 31. Nash, Bristoi 

Jenkinson, Rey John Simon, Vicar of Battersea. March 1, Nicholl & 
Co, Howard-st, Strand 

Kilby, John, Pocklington, York, Farmer. Jan 18. Powell & Whitehead,. 
Pocklington 

Lowes, Wm, East Choppington, Northumberland, Farmer. Feb 1. 
Woodman, Stobhill, Morpeti 

Marsden, Maria Sarah, Headingley, Leeds, York, Spinster. March 1. 
Dunning & Kay, Leeds 

Morrey, Geo, Brighton, Sussex, Lodging-house Keeper. Jan 19. Wren, 


Brighton 

Orpin, Jolin, Frittenden, Kent, Miller. Feb 20. Wilson & Co, 
Cranbrook 

Park, Alex Atherton, Heddon House, Isleworth, Barrister-at-law.. 
March 1. Cowburn, Lincoln’s-inn 

me Jas, Bishopswood, Hereford, Ironmaster. Feb 18, Minett.& 
Son, Ross 

Russell, Wm, Priory, Totness, Devon, Gent. Feb !. Minett & Son, Ross 

Seymour, Wm, Wrangle, Lincoln, Farmer. Jan 15. Bassitt, 
Wainfleet 

— Sir Luke, Knt, Dover, Kent. Feb1. Fielding & Greenhow, 

ver 
Standidge, Wm, Tadcaster, York, Gent. Feb 1. Bickers, Tadcaster 
Sylvester, Wm, Nottingham, Baker. Jan 26. Heath, Nottingham 


Taylor, Joseph, Leicester, Hosier. Feb18, Miles & Co, Leicester 
Withington, Benj, Manch, Esq. Jan 30. Cunliffe & Leaf, Manch 
Tugspar, Dec. 26, 1871. 

Bishop, Joseph, Dore, Derby, Farmer. Feb 17. Fennell, Sheffield 

Campbell, Patrick Scott, Aldridge-rd-villas, Westbourne-pk, Major. 
Jan 20. Makinson & Carpenter, Elm-ct, Temple 

Carr, Frank, Leeds, Drysalter. Jan 3, Harle 

Cursham, Geo, Victoria-st, Westminster, Doctor. 
Frederick’s-pl, Old Jewry 

Dengate, Wm, Gravesend, Kent, Cowkeeper. 
Gravesend 

Esain, Alex, Ciifton, nr Bristol, Professor of Music. Feb 3. Acland,. 
Lansdowne-crescent, Notting-hill 

Flint, Thos, Aylesford, Kent, Corn Merchant. Feb 12, 
Maidstone 

Hampshire, Sarah, Skelmanthorpe, York, Widow. Feb 16. Bradley & 
Bradley, Castleford 

Harmer, Robt, Gee-st, St Lukes. Feb 6. Baylis, Poultry 

Hopwood, Geo, Accrington, Lancashire, Agent. Feb 1, Handsley &- 
Artindale, Burnley 

ee Troedyrhiw, Cardigan, Widow. Feb 1. Williams,. 

gelly 

Hunt, Ralph, Newton-le-Willows, Lancashire, Gent. Jan 21. Beasley 
& Oppenheim, St Helen’s 

Lewis, Geo Chas Degen, Edgwaro-rd, Major. Jan 24. Holmes & Son,. 
Bedford-row 

Linowska, Fras Sarah, Hitchin, Hertford, Widow. Feb 20. Oliver & 
Sons, Carey-st. Lincoln’s-inn 

Moens, Eliz, Edgbaston, nr Birm, Widow. Jan 22. Harper & Co,, 
Rood-lane 





Hammond, 





Feb 12. Devonshire, 


Jan 31. Tolhurst, 


Stephens, 
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Morrison, Mary, Lydd, Kent, Widow. Jan 6. Stringer, New Romney 

Mortimer, John, Uckfield, Sussex, Esq. Feb 21. Bird, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields 

Parton, Charlotte, Wellington, Salop, Widow. March 25, Knowles & 
Son, Wellington 

Price, Mary Smilter, Sheffield, Spinster. Jan 27, Parker & Son, 
Sheffield 


Sherratt, John, St Helen’s, Lancashire, Builder. Jan 21. Beasley & 
Oppenheim, St Helen’s 

Swan, Richd, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Gent. Feb 20. Allan & Davies, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Sykes, Thos, Whitwood Mere, tae Glass Bottle Manufacturer. Feb 16. 


Bradley & Bradley, Castlefor 
Wainewright, Wm Stutzer, Tynemouth,Gent. Feb 20. Cookson & Co, 
New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn 


Bankrupts. 
Frivay, Dec, 22, 1871. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proots of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Benthall, Hy, Norfolk-st, Strand, Stone Merchant. Pet Aug 15. Hazlitt. 
Jan 19 at 11 
King, Hy, Norwood-lane, Dulwich, Brickmaker. Pet Dec 20. Spring- 
Rice. Jan 9 at 12 
Mitchell, Lemuel, Upper-st, Islington, Boot Manufacturer. Pet Dec 19. 
Hazlitt. Jan 23 at 11 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Allgood, John, Algarkirk Fen, Lincoln, Farmer. Pet Dec 16. Wigles- 
worth. Boston, Jan 2 at 12 
a or Chetwynd, Salop, Miller. Pet Dec 15. Spilsbury. Stafford, 
an I] at ll 
| John, Norwich, Gent. Pet Dec 18. Palmer. Norwich, Jan 4. 


atl 
Brandreth, Fredk Lewis, Taunton, Somerset, no trade. Pet Dec 20. 
Taunton, Jan 6 at 2 
Wm Chas, Aylesbury, Bucks, Builder, Pet Dec 18. Watson. 
Aylesbury, Jan 4 at 11 
Fraser, Chas, Oatlands-pk, Weybridge, Surrey, Gent. Pet Dec 8. Bell. 
Kingston, Jan 11] at 3 
Lindam, Chas Jas, Chepstow, Mon, Esq. Pet Dec 19, Roberts. New- 


port, Jan 9 at! 
Plumtree, Geo, Epworth, Lincoln, Butcher. Pet Dec 20. Wake, 
Sheffield, Jan 4 at 12. 
Scotcher, Chas, Gt Yeldham, Essex, Coal Merchant. Pet Dec 16. Barnes. 
Colchester, Jan 8 at 10.30 
Tuuspar, Dec. 26, 1871, 


Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proo?s of debts to the Registrar. 


To Surrender in London. 
Bayly, Thos, King Edward-st, Liverpool-rd, out of business. Pet Dec 21. 
Murray. Jan 23 at !2 . 
Hurst, Ambrose Maude, Barnet-grove, Hackney-rd, Agent. Pet Dec 21. 
Murray. Jan 23 at 11,30 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Boland, Hy, Aberavon, Glamorgan, Bootmaker. Pet Dec2l. Morgan. 
Neath, Jan 12 at 11 

Hele, Geo, Plymouth, Devon, Organ Tuner. Pet Dec 20. 
East Stonehouse, Jan 10 at 11 

Henley, Richd, & Joseph Henley, Ashford, Kent, Seed Merchant. Pet 
Oct 21. Callaway. Canterbury, Jan 12 at 2.30 

Hill, Chas, New Malton, York, Tailor. Pet Dec 21. Woodall. Scar- 


borough, Jan 12 at 3 k 
Leggett, Jas, Beacon Lodge, ae Cumberland. Pet Dec 22. 
Pet Dec 22. 


Pearce. 


Halton. Carlisle, Jan 11 at 1 
Tharme, Wm, Stone, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. 
Spilsbury. Stafford, Jan 11 at 12 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Faray, Dec. 22,1871. 
Harris, Hy, Hanover-st, Pimlico, Builder. Dec 18 


TugspayY, Dec. 26, 1871. 
Aspden, John, Manch, Baker. Dec 21 
Hurndall, John Sutcliffe, Thos Hurndall, & Chas Oldfield, Bristol, Wine 
Merchant. Dec 20 
Parkerson, Hy Mount, Portsmouth, Hants, Lieut 8znd Reg. Dec 18 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Faipay, Dec. 22, 1871, 

Ash, Albert, Red Lion-yd, Southampton-row, Livery Stable Keeper. 
Jan 8 at 12, at offices of Breton, Gt Marlborough-st 

Bampton, Thos, New Sleaford, Lincoln, Tailor. Jan 4at12, at offices of 
Dyer, Boston : 

Bareham, Dan), Lonsdale-rd, Notting-hill, Proprietor of Public Baths. 
Jan 8 at 3, at offices of Jones & Co, Lancaster-pl, Strand 

— La ei app omy yen i hes 11.30, at 

ce of the Shee 6 and Iron Co e-pl. Cri - 

bridge Wells : 3 — 

Beesley, Saml, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Printer. Jan 2 at 2, at offices of 
Miller & Corbet, The Cross 

Booth, Jas, Kingston-upon-Hull, Fisherman. Jar 2 at 2, at offices of 
Summers, Manor-st, Kingston-upon-Hull A 

Briarley, David, Mold Green, Huddersfield, Comm Agent. Jan 4 at 3, 
at offices of Mills, New-st, Huddersfield 

Brittain, Beniah, Willingale Doe, Essex, out of business. Jan 3 at 11, 
at offices of Blyth, Chelmsford. Smith, Chipping Ongar 

Brown, John Thos, Portsea, Hants, Outfitter. Jan 4 at 12, at 18, Mill- 
man-st, Bedford-row. King, Portsea 

Butler, Edwd, Byfield, Northampton, Cattle Salesman. Jan 13 at 11, 
at cffice of Crosby, High-at, Banbury 





Camping, Geo, Maldon, Essex, Cabinet Maker. Jan 12 at 2, at officgs 
of Digby & Sons, Liacoln’s-inn-fields 

Chavasse, Nicholas Horace, Handsworth, Stafford, Brickmaker, Jan3 
at 12, at the Queen’s Hotel, Stephenson-p!], Birm. Baker, Birm 

Cebden, Richd, Jermyn-st, St James’, Tailor. Jan 4 at 12, at offices of 
Alley-Jones, Chancery-lane 

Coe, John Elijah, King’s Lynn, Norfolk. Cork Manufacturer. Jan 4a 
12, at offices of Nurse, St James-st, King’s Lynn 

Davies, Alban Thos, Blomfield-st, Solicitor. Jan 17 at 3, at officasof 
Brighten, Bishopsgate-st Without 

Dennant, John, St Donatt’s-rd, New Cross, Commercial Traveller. Jay 
8 at 12, at offices of Preston, Mark-lane 

Embleton, John, Maldon, Essex, Ironmonger. 
oftices of Digby & Sons, Lincoln’s-inn- fields 

Evans, Wm, Corris, Merioneth,Grocer, Jan 5at 12, at offices of Grifith 
& Son, Dolgelly 

Francis, Attwell, Marlborough-rd, Putney. Accountant. Jan 5 at2,at 
offices of Chidley, Old Jewry 

Freyberg, Jas, Chester-sq, Auctioneer. Jan 5 at 2, at the offices of Link. 
later & Co, Walbrook 

Galley, John, Monkwearmouth, Durham, Mast Maker. Jan 8 at 12, a 
offices of Rawlings, John-st, Sunderland. Steel, Sunderland 

Garrod, Geo, Teddington, Middx, Whitesmith, Jan 3 at 12, at office of 
Edgell, Clifford’s-inn 

Gifford, Jas, Kidderminster, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Jan 2 at 
3, at the Dolphin Inn, Worcester-st, Kidderminster. Saunders, jun 

Greenwood, Edwd Gideon, Prospect-pl, Betbnal-green, Oil Warehouse. 
man. Jan 8 at 2, at the offices of Tilley & Shenton, Finsbury-pi 
South 

Hamilton, Fredk, Golden-lane, Ironfounder. 
Poole, Bartholomew-close 

Harding, Edwd, Hounslow, Middx, Plasterer. Jan 4 at 2, at offices of 
Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn- fields 

Hargreaves, John, sen, John Hargreaves, Jun, & Geo Hargreaves, Over: 
Darwen, Lancashire, Comm Agents. Jan 3 at 10.30, at the New Inn, 
Market-st, Over Darwen. Costeker, Over Darwen 

Harris, David, Hitchin, Herts, Furniture Dealer. Jan 3 at 12, at office 
of Bilton, Coleman-st 

Hendra, Chris, Aberavon, Glamorgan, Greengrocer. Jan 5 at 3, at office: 
of Tennant, Aberavon 

Hicks, Hy, Falmouth, Cornwall, Tailor. Jan 4 at 2, at offices of Jenkins, 
Post-office-bldgs, Falmouth 

Higginbottom, Ralph, Newtown Disley, Chester, Cotton Spinner, Jan 
11 at 3, at offices of Hardy. St James-sq, Manch 

Hodgson, Elias Wm, Stoke Newington-rd, Plumber. Dec 29 at 10, at 
offices of Dobson, Chancery-chambers, Quality-ct, Chancery-lane 

Hughes, Fras Lloyd, Trelogan, Flint, Innkeeper. Jan 11 at 1], at office 
of Davies, Well-st, Holywell 

Hughes, Thos, Littleworth, Stafford, Builder. Jun 8 at 2, at the Angle 
sey Arms Hotel, Hednesford 

Hunter, Jas, Jarrow, Durham, Grocer. Jan 4 at 11, at office of Wallace, 
Dean-st, Newcastle-on-Tyne 

Ibbeson, Thos, Barnsley, York, Ginger Beer Manufacturer. Jan 4 at 2, 
at offices of Tyas & Harrison, Regent-st, Barnsley 

Isonburgh, Joseph, Coventry, Warwick, Clothes Dealer. Dec 30 at tl, 
at office of Barrow, Queen-st, Wolverhampton 


Jan 12 at 11.30, a 


Jan 3 at 2, at offices of 


Kershaw, Wm, Lpool, Accountant. Jan 8 at 2, at office of Bellringer,. 


North John-st, Lpool 

Kessler, Ludwig, Hastings, Sussex, Innkeeper. Jan 3 at 3, at offices of 
Philbrick, Robertson-st, Hastings 

Lee, Wm Hy, Holborn,Grocer. Jan 2 at 2, at offices of Green & Son, 
St Swithin’s-lane. Poole, Bartholomew-close 

Lucas, Hy, Birm, Hair Pin Maker. Jan 5at 3, at offices of Rowlands, 
Birm 

Nicholas, John, Manch, Baker. Jan 10 at 4, at offices of Addleshaw, 
King-st, Manch 

Oliver, Hannah, Kidderminster, Worcester, Milliner. Jan 5 at 2, at office 
of Corbet, Baxter-chambers, Church-st, Kidderminster 

Page, John, Wednesbury, Stafford, Chartermaster. Jan 10 at 12, at office 
of Sheldon, Lower High-st, Wednesbury 

Preece, Geo Wm, Gloucester, Innkeeper. Jan 10 at 2, at office of Jones, 
Eldon-chambers, Gloucester 

Preedy, Geo, Gloucester, Baker. Jan 2 at 11, at office of Jones, Eldon- 
chambers, Gloucester 

Rider, Jas, Freemantle, Hants, Innkeeper. Jan 5 at 3,at the Crown 
Hotel, High-st, Southampton. Swayne, Southampton 

Sayers, Chas, Bromell’s-rd, Clapham, Cheesemonger. Jan 1 at II, at 
office of Pearce & Son, Giltspur-st 

Sherrey, Jas, Portsea, Hants, Bootmaker. Jan 3 at 3, at offices of King, 
Union-st, Portsea 

Sileock, Fras Chas, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Auctioneer. Jan 3 at 4, 
at office of Boodle, Bedford-bldgs, Cheltenham 

Southgate, Walter, Ipswich, Corn Merchant, Jan 4 a6 1, at offices of 
Cooper & Co, George-st, Mansion-house. Thomas & Hollams, 
Mincing-lane 

Stack, David, Lpool, Bootmaker. Jan 5 at 3, at office of Harper, 
Cable-st, Lpool 

Stevenson, John Lester, Buckingham Palace-rd. Jan 4 at 3, at 
Wilmington-sq, Clerkenwell. Lewis 

Stewart, Mary, Chester, Milliner. Jan 11 at 2, at offices of Bridgman 
& Co, Newgate-at 

Thom, Robt, Sutton, Chester, Commission Agent. Jan 5 at 2, at office 
of Bellringer, North John-st, Lpoo 

Vernon, Wm, Nottingham. Debt Collector. Jan 3 at 12, at offices of 
Acton, Imperial-bldgs. Victoria-st, Nottingham 

Wood, Wm, Whitby, York, Manure Manufacturer. Jan 8 at 11, at 
offices of Buchanan & Son, Baxter-gate, Whitby 

Yeomans, Richd, Bucknall, Stafford, Colliery Proprietor. Jan 4 at 3,at 
the Railway Hotel, Scoke-upon-Trent 

TvxEspaY, Dec, 26, 1871. 

Apsey, John, sen, Apsey, John, jun, Célbridge-pl, Westbourne-park, 
Builders, Jan 8 at 3, at offices of Kisch, Wellington-st Strand 

Atkinson, Wm, jun, Wakefield, York, Shopkeeper’s Salesman. Jan 5at 
12, at offices of Fernandes & Gill, Cross-sq, Wakefield 

Balchin, Edwin, Hascomb, Surrey, Grocer. Jan 10 at 2, at office of 
Geach, Woodbridge-rd, Guildford 

Barnes, Wilmer Benson, Upper-st, Islington, Linen Draper. Jan 10 abi 
2, at offices of Bolton, Gray’s-inn-sq 
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pull, Ira, Baildon, York, Beerhouse Keeper. Jan 5 at 11, at offices of 
Gordon, Albion-st, Leeds. Hartley, Otley 

podley, Wma, New Swindon, Wilts, Builder. Jan 3 at 12, at offices of 
Kinneir & Tombs, High-st, Swindon 

gridge, Wm, Fish-st-hill, Architect. Jan 10 at 12, at the Guildhall 
ee -benee, Gresham-st. Treherne & Wolferstan, Ironmonger-lane, 

side 

ane. John, Oswestry, Salop,Grocer. Jan9 at 1, at office of Roose 
& Price, North John-st, Lpoul. Jones 

prown, Bonham Chas, Swansea, Glamorgan, Saddler, Dec 29 at 11, at 
offices of Morris, Rutland-st, Swansea 

pyers, John, Benlider-st, East India Dock-rd, Poplar, Bottle Envelope 

nufacturer. Jan 2 at 12, at 12, Hatton-garden. Marshall, Lin- 

coln’s-inn-fields 

chambers, Geo, Barnsley, York, Joiner. Jan 6 at 11, at offices of Dibb, | 

mt-st, Barnsley 

Couldwell, Edmund, Deepcar, nr Sheffield, Farmer. Jan 9 at 3, at offices 
of Smith & Hinde, Bank-st, Sheffield 

Craven, John, Harrogate, York, Farmer. Jan 16 at 11, at offices of Bate- 
son, Albert-st, Harrogate 

Davies, Edwd Geo, Churchstoke, Montgomery, Draper. Jan 20 at 11, at 
the Court House Inn, Churchstoke. Jones 

Dockreill, John, Bingfield-st, Caledonian-rd, Manure Dealer. Jan 1S at 
2, at 29, Carter-Idne, Doctors’ Commons. Miles 

fdwards, John Dingley (known as John Dingley), Netherton, Dudley, 
goer val Contractor, Jan 5 at 11, atoffice of Lowe, Wolverhampton- 

udley 

ston Wn, Birm, Solicitor, Jan 4 at 12, at offices of Fallows, Cherry- 
st. Birm 

Gardiner, Sam] Hy, High-st, Lower Norwood, Stationer. Jan 3 at 12, at 
12, Hatton-gdn, Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

George, John, Truro, Cornwall, Grocer. Jan 6 at 2, at office of Trevena, 
Princes-st, Truro 

Gloag, Robt Peacock, King’s-rd, Peckham, Cigarette Manufacturer. 
Jan 3 at 11, at 32, Lupus-st, Pimlico, Chidley, Gt Tower-st 

Green, Joseph Wm, Birm, Comm Agent. Jan 13 at 11, at office of 
Jaques, Cherry-st, Birm 

Harrison, Edwin, Barnsley, York, Hatter. Jan 11 at 2, at offices of 
Tyas & Harrison, Regent-st, Barnsley 

Higgins, Hy, Leeds, Hosier, Jan 11 at 3, at offices of Baxter, King-st, 
Cheapside. Durant, Basinghall-st 

Horsman, ‘Thos, Westbourne Wharf, Kensal-rd, Paddington, Coal 
Merchant. Jan 3 at 3, at office of Webster, Basinghall-st 

Jobnson, Jas, Birm, Manufacturing Joiner. Jan 13 at 12, at office of 
Jaques, Cherry. st, Birm 

Renshole, John, Sandford, Devon, Farmer. 
Searle, High st, Crediton 

Long, Jas, Gorleston, Suffolk, Fish Owner. 
Cufaude. King st, Gt Yarmouth 

Longdon, John, Duftield, Derby, out of business. Jan 17 at 11, at office 
of Peach, Full st, Derby 

McNally, John, Lpool, Provision Merchant, Jan 5 at 2, at offices of 
Thornley & Heaton, Hatton garden, Lpool 

Naylor, Thos, Cleckheaton, York, Shoemaker, Jan 5 at 10, at office of 
Rhodes, Duke st 

Neighbour, Sophia, & Wm Neighbour, Windsor, Berks, Tailors. Jan 
10 at 4, at Castle Hotel, Windsor. Stollard, Serjeant’s inn, 
Chancery lane 

Newell, Fras,Ennerdale, Cumberland, Innkeeper. Jan 5 at 12, at office 
of Atter, New Lowther st, Whitehaven 

Madeley, Alfred, Derby, Auctioneer. Jan 8 at 11, at offices of Flint, 
Full-st, Derby 
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Whittaker, Robt, Manch, Wine Merchant. 
Sale & Co, Booth-st, Manch 

Woodcock, Thos, Brighouse, York, Printer, 
Hotel, Brighouse. Barber, Brighouse 


Jan 11 at 3, at office of 


Jan 12 at 3, at the Royal 








AW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
FLEET-STREET, LONDON. 
EsTaBLISHED 1823. 


Subscribed Capital ....cc.ccecee-seeceeseee £1,000,000. 
Nine-tenths of which remain uncalled. 
Invested Capital on 3lst December, 1870, as stated in the Re- 
turns made te the Board of Trade, pursuant to the Life 
Asurance Companies Act, 1870 cccesssscessseseeeeeceeees £5,370,680 
Income for the past year, according to the same returns.... 505,909 
Total claims paid to 3lst December, 1870— 
Sums assured ....cc.csccccersecccccee £0,647,845 
Bonus thereon.....22 sccccccccescesse 2,039,079 
—— 8,686,924: 
Total amount of Bonus allotted at the several divisions of 
profits which have been made.. ° 4,861,034: 
Assurances on lives may be effected for any desired amount, with or 
without profits. 
Policies are granted under the terms of the Married Women's Pro-- 
perty Act, 1870. 
Loans are granted on security of life interest in connection with 
policies of assurance. 
Advances are made on security of the unencumbered policies of th 
Society. 
The expenses of management (including commissions) are under 43 
per cent. on the annual income. 
Prospectuses, forms of proposal, &c., may be obtained on application, 
personally or by letter, to the Actuary at the Office. 


June, 1871. GRIFFITH DAVIES, Actuary. 


ATIONAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY,,. 
2, King WILLiam-sTREET, Lonpow, E.C. 
FOR MUTUAL ASSURANCE, 





EsTaBLisHED 1830, 


This Society does NOT pay Commission for the Introduction of busi- 
ness, and consequently does not employ any Agerts to recommend it. 

But it offers great advantages to Assurers in the two points of most 
importance to them, viz.:— } 

SAFETY, which is guaranteed by a!Reserve Fund exceeding £600,000, 
being in the unusually large proportion of more than $90 PER CENT. of 
the whole of the premiums which have been received upon existing 
Policies ; and 

LARGE BONUSES, the whole of the profits being applied in the - 
gradual reduction and ultimate extinction of the Assurer’s premiums. 

Prospectuses forwarded post free on application to— 

CHARLES ANSELL, Jun., Actuary. 


UARDIAN FIRE AND LIFE OFFICE: 
Established i821. Subscribed Capital, Two Millions. 


Jan 6 at 11, at office of 
Jan 9 at 12, at office of 





(live, Walter Augustus, Swansea, Glamorgan, Ironmonger. Jan 3 at 1, 
at offices of Taynton, Ashmeade House, Gloucester 

Parminter, Geo, Portsea, Hants, Architect. Jan 4 at 3, at office of 
Feltham, Union-st, Portsea 

Penzer, Thos, Walsall, Stafford, out of business. Jan 10 a t 11, at offices 
ot Duignan & Co, Walsall 

Pollard, Alfred, Halifax, York, Cabinet Maker. Jan 9 at 3, at offices of 

k, Black Swan Ginnel, Silver-st, Halifax 

Prime, Wm, Wrentham, Suffolk, Grocer, Jan 8 at 12, at office of Archer, 
London-rd, Lowestoft 

Randall, Saml, Exeter, Nurseryman. Jan 11 at 2, at Queen’s Hotel, 
Queen-st, Exeter. Vaughan 

Rhodes, Robt Radnall, Lpool, Clerk. Jan 13 at 2, at office of Hindle, 
Harrington-st, Lpool 

Saunders, Fredk, Gloucester-rd, South Kensington, Builder. Jan 4 at 
8, at offices of Smart & Co, Cheapside 


11, Lombard-street, London, E.C. 
DIRECTORS, 
CuainmMAN—Frederick H. Janson, Esq. 
Deputy-CHainMan—James Goodson, Esq. 

Henry Hulse Berens, Esq. Richard M. Harvey, Esq. 
Hy. Bonham-Carter, Esq. Johu G. Hubbard, Esq. 
Charles Wm, Curtis, Esq. G. J. Shaw Lefevre, Esq., M.P. - 
Charles F. Devas, Esq. John Martin, Esq. 
Francis Hart Dyke, Esq. Augustus Prevost, Esq. 
Sir W. R. Farquhar, Bart. Abraham J. Robarts, Esq. 
Alban G. H. Gibbs, Esq. William Steven, Esq. 
Archibald Hamilton, Esq. John G. Talbot, Esq., M.P. 
Thomson Hankey, Esq. Henry Vigne, Esq. 

Secretary—Thomas Tallemach, Esq. 

Actuary—Saml. Brown, Esq. 

N.B.—Fire Policies which expire at Christmas must be renewed at 


the Head Office, or with the Agents, on or before the 9th of January. 
The Accounts published under the “ Life Assurance Company’s Act, . 
1870,” and the Company’s Prospectus, give the fullest information re- 
pecting the state of the Company’s affairs, and the terms on which Fire 
and Life Assurances may be effected. 


eatin AGRA BANK (LIMITED): 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000, 
HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBAKD-STREET, LONDON. 
BANKERS. 
Messrs. GLYN, MILLS, CURRIE, & Co., The NATIONAL BANK OF 
SCOTLAND, and the BANK OF ENGLAND. 
Brancues in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agra 
Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. 


cks, Jas, Rochdale, Lancashire. Cotton Manufacturer. Jan 17 at 
3, at White Swan Inn, Rochdale. Standring, jun, Rochdale 
Jas, Landport, Hants, Bootmaker. Jan 3 at 3, at offices of King, 
Union-st, Portsea 
Sissons, Hy, Sheftield, Plumber. 
st, Sheffield 
fnowdon, Wm, St Paxl’s-churchyard, Tobacconist. Jan 4 at 12, at 12, 
Hatton-garden. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 


Jan 8 at 3, at offces of Clegg, Bank- 








on, Joseph, Hanley, Stafford, Jeweller. 
Sutton, Hill Lop, Burslem 
t, Sarah Ann, Wakefield, York, Licensed Victualler. 
at cflice of Burrell, King-st, Wakefield 
ett, Danl, Hargrave-road, Upper Holloway, Dairyman. 
3, at office of Layton, jun, Gresham-st 
ns, Edwin Knill, Nottingham, Silk Mercer. Jan 12 at 12, at offices 
of Cranch & Rowe, Low-pavement Corrent Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms cus- 
Stott, Sam]. Rochdale, Lancashive, Cotton Spinner. Jan 9 at 2, atthe | tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credit 
Clarence Hotel, Spring-gardens, Manch balance does not fall below £100. ; 
Tay, Wm, Birm, Butcher. Jan 8 at 12, at offices of Green, Darlington- Derosits received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz.:— 
st, Wolverhampton At 5 per cent. per annum, subject to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal... 
ton, Richd, Rastrick, York, Manufacturer. Jan 10 at 3, at offices | For shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be agreed upon. 
of Learoyd & Learoyd, Buxten-rd, Hudder4field BI13s issued at the current exchange of the day on any of the Branche? 
pion, Wm, Manch, Hatter. Jan 10 at 11, at offices of Pullan, Bank- | of the Bank free of extra charge; and approved bills purchased or sent 
nbers, Park-row, Leeds for collection. 
Vaughan, Nathni, Lee, Kent, Plumber, Sates anv Puacuasés effected in British and foreign securities, in 
arden. Marshail, Lincoln’s-inn-fields East India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same undertaken, 
Wells, Sam) Jacob, Wood-st, Stuff Merchant. Jan 5 at 12, at 145, Interest drawn, and army, navy, ini civil pay and pensions realised. 
Cheapside. Page, Giacechurch-st Every other description of banking business and money agency,. 
» Win, Bristol, out of business. Jan 6 at 12, at offices of Murly & | British and Indian, transacted. 
Old Post-office chambers, Corn-st J. THOMSON, Chairman, 


Jan 5at 11, at offices of 
Jan 5 at 3, 
Jan 3 at 


Jan 3at 2, at 12, Hatton- 
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BY APPOINTMENT, 
TO THE QUEEN, 


And ERE. 
"THE PRINCE‘OFAW! 


SHERRY, 


FREE from ACIDITY and HEAT, 


275, 


CARRIAGE PAID. Imported by FELTOE and SONS, “RIM Pit 


Dun, A ‘ SPECIALITE.” Or a 


* 
s 


26, CONDUIT STREET, LONDON. 


16 anv 18, TIB LANE, MANCHESTER. 





SAMPLES FORWARDED.— ESTABLISHED 56 YEARS. 








LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 


No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 


Hs RY GREEN (many yearswith the late George 

Reynell), Advertisement Agent, begs to direct the attention of 
the Legal Profession to the advantages of his long experience of upwards 
of pen cis years, in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, &c., 
and hereby solicits their eentinued support.—N.B One copy of advertise- 
ment only required, and the strictest care and promptitude assured. 
Officially stamped forms for a(~ertisements and file of “ London 
Gazette ” kept. 


bl 
GRANT'S MORELLA CHERRY BRANDY 
SUPPLIED TO HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN. 

This delicious Liqueur, from the famous Kent Morella, supersedes 
Wine in -— Households—is much favoured by Sportsmen, and is also 
recommended by the Medical Profession as a valuable tonic in cases of 
weakness, Order of any Wine Merchant, or direct of T, Grant, Dis- 
tillery, Maidstone. 42s. per dozen, cash. Carriage paid. 


IEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT. 
Most convenient, economical, and fine-flavoured stock for Beef 
Tea (about 24d. a pint), Soups, Sauces, and made dishe-, costing hardly 
more than one-fourth of what it would when made of fresh meat; keeps 
good for any time even after jars being opened. 11b. jars recommended, 
being relatively the cheapest size. 
Now permanently used in most households in town and country. 
Caution.—Ask for LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT, being the only 
sort warranted Genuine and Perfect by Baron Liebig, th Inventor, 
requiring his Signature on every Jar. 


BILLS OF COMPLAINT. 
ILLS of COMPLAINT, 5/6 per page for 20 
: copies, from which price a large discount will be allowed if cash 
is paid immediately on completion of order. 


Yates & Avexanper, Law Printers, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 
RINTING of EVERY DESCRIPTION, Legal, 


Parliamentary and General—Newspapers, Books, Pamphlets, 
ie ng Circulars, &c.—with promptitude and at moderate 














charges, by : 
Yarss & ALEXANDER, copie ~~ (and Church-passage), Chancery- 





ESSRS. CADLE & BUBB’S LAND and 
ESTATE REGISTER of town and country residences, shooting 

and fishing quarters, can be obtained on the Ist of each month on ap- 
plication at the West Midland and South Wales Land Improvement and 
— Offices, 52, Chancery-lane, London, E.C., and Clarence-street, 





ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMER 
LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, incl 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and Shootin 
Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property ani 
Investments generally, is published on the first day of each month 
and may be obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, B.C, 
or will be sent by post in return for two stamps.—Particulars for fi 
tion should be received not later than four days previous to the 
of the preceding month. aa 
Sales for the Year 1872. : 
ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMER 
a beg to announce that their SALES of LANDED ESTAT 
town, suburban, and country houses, business premises, building land, 
ground-rents, reversions, and other properties for the year 1872, will 
held at the AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, in the City of 
as follows :— 
Tuesday, January 23 Tuesday, June 25 
Tuesday, February 13 Tuesday, July 2 
Tuesday, February 27 Tuesday, July 9 
Tuesday, March 12 Tuesday, July 16 
Tuesday, March 19 Tuesday, July 23 
Tuesday, March 26 Tuesday, July 30 
Tuesday, April 9 
Tuesday, April 16 
Tuesday, April 23 
Tuesday, April 30 
Tuesday, May 7 
Tuesday, May 14 
Tuesday, May 21 
Tuesday, May 28 
Tuesday, June 4 
Tuesday, June 11 
Tuesday, June 18 
Auctions can also be held on other days besides those above sp 
Due notice must in any case be given, in order to ensure 
licity; the period between such notice and the auction would, of ¢ ‘4 
considerably depend upon the nature of the property intended to be 
—80, Cheapside, London, E.C. 


OYAL POLYTECHNIC.—Entirely New En 
tainment, by Professor Pepper, entitled Shadows, and the 

of the Shadowless Man !—Professor Pepper’s New Entertainment,’ 
Battle of Dorking Answered by the Autumn Manosuvres; of, 
British Army and its Stations, Patriotic Songs by Miss Alice Bai 
New Musical Entertainment, by Mr. George Buckland, writted 
pressly for him by the Chairman of the Institution, entitled The 6 
of the Toll-house ! Illustrated with New Scenery and Spectral Effec™ 
Mr. George Buckland will introduce many original Songs—The 
nowned swimmer, Marquis Bibbero, will enact The Drownit ; 
Iuminated by a powerful light—The Arabian Mystery—* Ch 
Comes but Once a Year,” by J. L. King, Esq.—Matthews’ 
Mystery—Dugwar’s Juggling—Admission to the whole, One 











my 








ee ae ee he ee Se ee ee eae | ee eee eee. lll ee 


